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In the final quarter of the twelfth century, the Orbélean family, led by 
Iwané Orbelean, conducted an unsuccessful revolt against king Giorgi III 
of Georgia (reg. 1156-84). The failure of the revolt resulted in the fall of 
the Orbelean family from power and a realignment of the leading noble 


* І would like to thank the Israel Science Foundation and the American Philosophical 
Society whose grants made the research for this study possible. I would also like to thank 
Prof. Robert Hewsen for his valuable comments and my student, Mr. Shai Shir, for his 
tremendous assistance. АП translations of Armenian texts are my own, except for the 
translation of Vardan Arewelc'i's Historical Compilation where I have followed the trans- 
lation of Robert Thomson. 

The following abbreviations have been employed for primary sources referred to con- 
sistently throughout this article: 

HEC = Histories and Eulogies of the Crowned [= KC II:1-114]. 

KC II — KARTLIS CXOVREBA 1959. As Brosset's edition and translation may be more read- 
ily available, I provide references to Brosset's edition and translation as well, 
BnossET, 1849-50. Reference is to the page numbers that Brosset includes in 
the outer margin of both the Georgian text and the French translation. 


SO = SrEPANOs ORBELEAN 1861. French translation may be found in BRossET 1864-6. 
In my citation of SO, I give reference to the Armenian text first, followed by 
reference to Brosset's translation in closed brackets. 

МА = VARDAN AREWELCT 1991; English translation, THOMSON 1989. In my citations 


of Vardan's text, I first provide the reference to the Armenian text followed in 
brackets by the reference to Thomson's translation. 

A further note on the rendering of Armenian and Georgian names: for members of the 
Orbélean family, I have followed the most commonly used Armenian version of the names; 
for members of the Georgian royal family, I have followed the Georgian form as KC II. Place 
names pose a particular challenge but I have tried to consistently provide the Georgian ren- 
dering of Georgian locations and the Armenian rendering of Armenian locations; in some 
instances I have found it appropriate to give both renderings. The exception to this rule occurs 
within citations of primary and secondary sources where I have followed the form found in 
the source. The system of transliteration used for Georgian is that of the Revue des études 
géorgiennes et caucasiennes; for Armenian, that of the Revue des études arméniennes. 
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families of Armenia. Despite the significance of the event, it has received 
little detailed scholarly attention, particularly in recent years, and scholars 
have been content to repeat the course of events as present in Armenian 
and Georgian historical narratives!. In Armenian historiography, the revolt 
is first mentioned in Vardan Arewelc'i's Historical Compilation?. It is also 
discussed in the later History of the House of Siwnik' by Step‘anos Orbé- 
lean (12607-1304), and in the section entitled The Histories and Eulogies 
of the Crowned (early 13^ с.) of the collection known as the Kartlis 
Cxovreba’, 

Two important colophons and inscriptions from the period, however, 
present a more detailed and accurate account of the revolt as well as 
reveal the political motives and maneuvers of both parties prior to and 
during the rebellion. These sources, although not unknown, have not 
been adequately considered in the scholarly analysis of the cause, pro- 
gression, and suppression of the revolt. The preparations for the rebellion 
and the way in which it was waged bring to light important dimensions 
of contemporary Caucasian political life. 


1 YovsEP'EAN 1969, 3, briefly discussed the revolt; MANANDYAN 1952, 118-9, also 
treated the rebellion primarily relying upon the account of SO and VA. HAKOBYAN 1952 
provided an important study, particularly of the dating, of one of the main sources for 
the revolt discussed below; MARGARYAN 1975 placed the revolt within the context of his 
study on ‘inter-feudal’ rivalries during the reign of king Giorgi Ш and on the figure of 
Amir K‘urd, the amira of Tiflis, during the revolt. His interpretation of events is often 
perceptive, but his study suffers from his application of concepts particular to European 
feudalism that are not apposite for the contemporary Armenian clan or naxarar social 
structure. BEDROSSIAN 1979 mentions the revolt in an appendix to his dissertation, Appen- 
dix A, 250, which summarizes the account іп SO. MINoRSKY 1951 cites the revolt in 
connection with his study of the Orbelean family in Iran. ALLEN 1932, 102-3, briefly 
treats the rebellion but follows the account in the HEC without any analysis; while 
MANVELICHVILI 1951, 178, harmonizes the versions of the revolt found in the HEC and 
SO. SALIA 1971,179, remarks that relations between the monarchy and the nobles were 
particularly tense during Giorgi's reign and that the latter succeeded in quelling a 
revolt. 

? In his translation of VA, Thomson remarks, “the plot against Georg and his response 
are not described in Armenian sources before Vardan," THOMSON 1989, 207-8, n. 2. 

3 On the complicated composition of this corpus see TOUMANOFF 1943; and more 
recently and fully, the introduction to RAPP 1998 and КАРР 2003; on the Armenian ver- 
sion, THOMSON 1996, xix-li. It should be noted that our earliest witness to the Armenian 
version, whose purview extends to the death of king Davit II in 1125, predates our earliest 
Georgian witnesses to the text. 

4 [n the note to his translation of the first half of this passage concerning Ani, THOM- 
SON 1989 misidentifies Iwané with Iwané Zak'arian by referring the reader to the history 
of Kirakos Ganjakec'i in which the author describes the conquests of Iwané and his 
brother Zak are in the 1190s for the Georgian queen T'amar. Iwané is properly identified 
by MiNORSKY 1951, 874-5. 
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In his Historical Compilation, Vardan Arewelc‘i relates that in the 
Armenian year 623 [= 1174] a certain general (spasalar) Iwané Orbélean* 
induced the Georgian king Giorgi to capture the city of Ani so that 
he might return its Christian population.) According to Vardan, when 
Sultan Arslangah with the help of his atabeg, Eldigiiz®, attempted to regain 
Ani’, this same Iwané had thought it best to surrender the city, but the 


> This was not the first time that Giorgi tried to capture the former Bagratuni capital; 
nor, according to some sources, was it the first time Iwané attempted to control the city. 
Step'anos Orbélean remarks that Ani had been given to Iwané after its capture in 1161, 
SO, 279 [217]. The “Albanian Chronicle” of Мхігаг Со$ also notes that Giorgi had given 
control of Ani to Iwané in 1161, but that the city eventually had to be surrendered to the 
Shaddadid Fadlün, DowseTt 1958, 489 and п. 2; MiNoRsKY 1953, 92. The eyewitness, 
Burhan al-din Abū Nasr Mas'üd of Ani, notes that he and his relatives were captured by 
Iwane (Y.van), MiNonsKY 1953, 89. The HEC asserts that Ani was given to Iwané with 
Sargis Mqargrzeli/Zak'arian as his assistant, KC II:6; BRossET 1849-50, 233. VA, 127 
[206], asserts the city was first given to Sadun (Sa‘diin) and then to Sargis Zak'arian, but 
not to Iwané Orbélean; cf. n. 41, below. 

5 Sams al-Din Eldigüz (Ildeñiz); on the Eldigüzids or Ildefiizids, see EI? III:1110-13. 

7 According to Ibn al-Azraq al-Fariqi, Eldigüz launched two campaigns against the 
Georgians at this time. The first occurred in 1174, after the Georgians recaptured Ani; the 
second, in 1175, see MiNoRsKY 1953, 96-100. In 1174, the Georgians managed to defeat 
Eldigüz's forces and secured much booty. Eldigüz, after having recuperated, subsequently 
led another excursion against the Georgians, possibly near Duin, but the forces did not 
engage. He thereafter regrouped and called for assistance from nearby amirs. According 
to Minorsky 1953, 97, this campaign is to be identified with that mentioned in Vardan, 
who does not discuss the second campaign. Al-Fariqi notes that the second campaign 
was launched in Muharram 571 (- August 1175). During this campaign Eldigüz, Sultan 
Arslàn&ah, the lord of Axlat’, and the son of Eldigüz, Pahlavan, approaching by the plains 
of Lori and Dmanisi, reached, according to Minorsky's reading in his additional note, 
Aq-shahr, “which is the town of Akhal-kaghak (Axalk'atak/ Axalk‘alak‘i),” and Tarya- 
lith [= Trialeti], plundering the entire region. MINoRSKY 1953, 98, comments that, contrary 
to the text, the town of Aq-shahr should be distinguished from that of Ахаїк'аїак" 
and identified with the fortress of T'etri-tisxe which, like Axalk'atak', can mean ‘white 
fortress’ and lay on the road from Kars to Axalk'alak". Afterwards, the Sultan returned to 
Duin. In Armenian sources, the anonymous chronicle concerning “the last Bagratuni 
kings" (Auqucopp {Еп Pugpunnnctfp), unknown to Minorsky, testifies to this cam- 
paign and clearly indicates that Eldigüz attacked Axalk'alak" and plundered the region of 
Javaxeti, the region to the immediate west of Trialeti and where Axalk'alak^ is properly 
located; on the location of Axalk'alak', see HEWSEN 2001, map 91 A4. The chronicler 
records that “іп the year 624 [= 1175], the Atabeg Eldigüz came and besieged Ani. And 
he razed many churches in Širak, along with that same he plundered Ахаїк'аїак" and 
Javaxet' and soon upon returning to Duin he himself died as well as the sultan and many 
other of the nobles," h ПР? ци ш[#шрш Битти] EL upupu ph ЧОЇ EL pull Ршупиї 
Ииии р Сиш, піч hf ш gU fum puu p fi g Qui ful [d Бі uid uiui[l пипіш іп 
h ти шити Шрі! [р um null Бі щі рицпиїр | йЕдшівдшу, V. HAKOBYAN 1956, 
II:502. See also Hakobyan's discussion on the relationship between this chronicle and that 
of Samuel Anec'i, 499-500. The Rahat al-sudur, as cited by MiNORsKY 1953, 99, confirms 
that the sultan and Eldigüz died within the year after the campaign. Ani was once again 
lost to Shadadid emirs under Eldigüzid control until 1199, when it was recaptured by 
Zak'aré Zak'arian/ Mqargrzeli for queen Tamar of Georgia, MiNoRsKY 1953, 100-1. 
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inhabitants of the town prevented that from happening?. Vardan then 
records that the brother of Barset, the bishop of Ani, at that time returned 
to Ani from imprisonment in Kars. The bishop successfully secured 
for his brother the possession of Ani and seventeen thousand dahekans 
from king Giorgi. Vardan continues that it was at this time that Iwane 
revealed his wickedness and plotted to kill king Giorgi and replace him 
with his nephew Demet're?. According to Vardan, Iwané planned to 
attack the king by surprise while the latter was in Saxata. The king, 
however, received word ‘from some man’ and fled to T'plisi (Tiflis/ 


5 No other source mentions this attempted surrender by Iwane. In his Albanian chron- 
icle, Mxit'ar Goš accuses the general Iwane, son ої Smbat Xalagucean, of conspiring with 
Sultan Arslansah atabeg, Eldigüz, and of betraying the Georgian army at the battle on 
the plain near the fortress of Gag in 1163, DowskErT 1958, 490. Dowsett notes that Ibn 
al-Athir remarks that an anonymous Georgian general helped Eldigüz achieve victory in 
a battle in 1163. Dowsett speculates that Xatagucean may be a corrupted form of *Mxgrd- 
jean < Mxargrdzeli (Mqargrzeli), the Georgian surname of the famous Zak 'arian princes, 
490, n. 1. This seems unlikely; there is no Smbat Zak'arian known for this period. Nei- 
ther Smbat Xataguéean nor Iwané Xalaguéean is attested in ACAREAN 1942-62. We may 
note that Iwané Orbelean's father was Smbat, but it is hard to imagine that Mxit'ar would 
misidentify the name Orbélean as Xalaguéean. Dowsett also forwards the possibility that 
МхїГ аг may have confused this supposed treachery at the battle near Gag, which he 
misplaces chronologically, with the attempted surrender of Ani by Гмапе in 1174 reported 
by Vardan. This is plausible, but there is no evidence to corroborate Vardan's account 
here. Step'anos Orbélean depicts the battle near Gag as a resounding victory for the 
Georgians thanks to the efforts of Iwane, SO, 280 [217], but his interpretation in this 
regard is suspect. Dowsett does not mention that Ibn al-Athir remarks that the general 
who had betrayed the Georgian also converted to Islam, IBN AL-ATHIR 1996, XI:287. No 
source ever indicates that Iwané Orbélean had converted to Islam. However, Grigor the 
Priest, who continued Matt'eos Urhayec'i's Chronicle, notes that in October of 1161 the 
Georgian army defeated the Turks in a battle in the region of Oxt'i (Olti), but the Geor- 
gian commander of the cavalry was captured by the rear of the Turkish forces. According 
to Grigor, the rear consisted of Georgian Muslims who had joined and aided the Turks 
after Vasak had defected from the Georgian kingdom, MATT'Eos URHAYEC'I 1869, 541-2; 
DosTOURIAN 1993, 277-8. According to MARGARYAN 1975, 52, this Vasak is to be ideniti- 
fied with the older brother of K'urd, the later amir of Tiflis. According to the “Albanian 
Chronicle” of Mxit'ar Goš, Vasak had enjoyed the favour of Giorgi III's predecessor, 
Demet'e I, but fell into disfavour at the Georgian court at the accession of Giorgi Ш to 
the throne. He and his brothers fled to Karin and entered into the service of the Turkish 
Amira Saltux (127 ad-Din Saltuk), DowsErT 1958, 488-9. It is possible that Ibn al-Athir 
refers to someone among this group of forces that had formerly served the Georgian 
crown. Mxit'ar's Xalaguéean family, however, remains obscure. 

? According to VA 126 [205], the rumor circulated that Iwané Orbélean and his father, 
Smbat, had conspired with Giorgi to murder his predecessor and brother, Davit ПІ, after 
he had reigned a month as he had deprived the family of the position of amirspasalar. 
The “Albanian Chronicle" of Mxit'ar Goš, DowsETT 1958, 490, claims that several lead- 
ing noble families were jealous of the king, particularly the Orbélean; Smbat and Iwané 
poisoned Davit and enthroned Giorgi. The Kartlis Cxovreba makes no mention of this 
story. On this episode and the rivalry between the Orbélean and the Abulet'isje, see 
MARGARYAN 1975, 49-50 and BEDROSSIAN 1979, 253-6. 
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Tblisi). In T’plisi, support for the king grew and people abandoned the 
plot of Iwané. Vardan then remarks: 


When the king’s side had become strong, he wished to attack the rebels 
who were in Saxata. They fled to their strongholds and then to Lori, except 
for Liparit who went over to the Persians with two sons. The king seized 
all the treasure of the Orbéleans; and everyone fell at the king's feet, his 
nephew and the others with him, even Iwane himself. He blinded the 
latter's eyes, and killed his younger son K'avtar, and also Ine, the son of 
Liparit. So all their wicked plans came to nothing in 626 (1177119. 


Two Armenian colophons shed more light on the motives for this revolt 
as well as how the course of events unfolded. The first of these was com- 
posed by Sargis, a scribe at the monastery of Halbat in 1173, prior to the 
revolt, in which he praises the support that Iwane extended to the religious 
institutions that were found in his territories". The second colophon was 
composed by the renowned exegete Dawit’ Kobayrec'i in 1179, immedi- 
ately following the revolt.? 


The Colophon of Sargis: the Invention of Lineage and Political 
Legitimacy 


Sargis's colophon provides insight into the motivations behind the revolt 
that illuminates Vardan's account. In particular, it brings into relief the 
significance of the possession of Ani for Iwane. Vardan is rather vague 
on this point, commenting that Iwane “wanted to live there [i.e., in Ani] 
and to effect the return of its Christians"?. Beyond this concern for his 


10 VA, 130 [207]. 

!! The colophon was first published in ALISAN 1901, 382, as well as in SARGISEAN 1924, 
1267-8. It was subsequently included in the collection of colophons compiled by YOVSEP'EAN 
1951, 407-10; as well as in that of MAT'EVOSYAN 1988, 206-8. MOVSESIAN 1927, 250, cited 
the colophon in his history of the Kiwrikian kings of Lori, subsequently translated from 
Armenian into French by F. Macler. The colophon was known to MANANDYAN 1952, 116, 
and MARGARYAN 1975, 51. Manandyan and Margaryan cite it as evidence of the intermar- 
riage between the Orbelean and Bagratuni families, see below, n. 37. 

12 YovsEP'EAN 1969,3, referred to this colophon in his discussion of the revolt of 1177. 
He also later published it within his collection of Armenian colophons, YOVSEP'EAN 1951, 
469-74. Although Yovsép'ean was aware of the colophon he did not provide a detailed 
analysis of its contents nor did he present its full value for the events surrounding the rebel- 
lion. Admittedly, the revolt did not constitute the focus of his study. The colophon was 
published again and studied by H. V. HAKOBYAN 1952, 118-20; and most recently by 
MAT'EVOSYAN 1988, 222-5. On the dating of the colophon, I follow Hakobyan's analysis of 
the text, see below, n. 50. To date, there has been no English translation of the colophon. 

З On the phrase, ‘effect the return’, cf. Thomson's note to his translation of VA, 
THOMSON 1989, 207, n. 7. 


132 S. LA PORTA 


coreligionists, Vardan does not provide any compelling reason for Iwane's 
desire to reside in Ani. Sargis's colophon suggests that Ani constituted a 
crucial component of Iwané’s plan to challenge Giorgi's power prior 
to 1177. The interpretation of events based on this colophon agrees with 
Vardan’s general assessment, but contrasts markedly from that presented 
in Step'anos's History and the HEC. The relevant part of the colophon is 
as follows: 


But also the ascetical class of religious was worthily honored by all, and 
more so by the great amirspasalar Iwané and his spouse, the benevolent 
queen Rusudan, who was from the family of the Bagratuni, our destroyed 
family of kings, who displayed the compassion of her fathers and reno- 
vated the love of her ancestors with respect to everything — both the dis- 
tant and the proximate holy brotherhoods. Because every place that had 
been built by her ancestors and had later become reduced, was resplendent 
in her days and was renovated again — whether in our province or in the 
province of Ani, the city being proper to them, and indeed in that very Ani 
itself, or whether in the province of Duin, because the authority and fear of 
this man, the great spasalar Iwané, reached to every place. And he labored 
so that he might make the churches built by his ancestors resplendent. 
Therefore he desired to exceedingly honor and make resplendent the tombs 
of the first kings which [are] in this holy brotherhood. 


Uy Е. біти при шії пришиті Пиши інши пишу ві ушту Бра. щшшт.шр 
ришт шрошінпу, Liu ununb h д ufhpuupuumpupth {шш kı h пири 
ua І pupkutp [dmn zung Пепштидшіни |; пп [п ушр; Rugpumobbugh, 

übpny артишу шуи В шушпршу, пр пиш [! igni |0 Lupy [т Е. 
артур ШШ інииїтвшуії ulp шп ш Биші, шп Ghnuinpn EL ûkpàunp 
ni funu итрри: шу ubl тїр, пп І hun fu busty unpu іш hi 
Е. ітшувш| решту, І unpui шіпори ци дипшіни рії EL hnpngl ph Черишіії, 
Eft h übpml mium fu Е. kft h urunk Ціну" иһ &шшї рицшріії hink- 
ulig, kı h ий huh (Up, EL Eft h urunk тийш, {ший qh quid ph inl gi 
folii [ја ві [ий дәр uupuu jup jib риші fr mnh unpu Lwuwhtn, 
Li. іш дшітиці qp qup hun fut шй [rib] bhbykgfut щшүдшпшупиу[ : Пр EL 
[шиш уубрбуйшіш mnu Shiny Фицшіптиції, пр І итпр пиши, шаші 
щшштр Е. upu ouniugnug uil : 7 


М ‘of her’, [upng. As Armenian has no grammatical gender, it is not possible to determine 


with full certainty whether the possessive pronoun refers to Iwané or Rusudan; however, the 
clause, like that of her Bagratuni lineage, is in apposition with Rusudan. Similarly in the 
following sentence, the phrase, ‘every place that had been built by her ancestors’, also appar- 
ently refers to Rusudan. The words ‘by her ancestors’, В ішриї шуй unpu, may be rendered 
more literally as "Бу this one's ancestors’, or ‘by the latter's ancestors’; in both cases, the 
pronoun refers to Rusudan and not to Iwané. This interpretation is further supported by the 
fact that the scribe subsequently reintroduces Iwane by name toward the end of the colophon 
to remark that he also desired to adorn the churches built by his ancestors. The first kings 
whose tombs Iwané renovated are to be distinguished from Iwane's ancestors. 
15 MAT'EVOSYAN 1988, 207. 
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Composed before the rebellion, the colophon depicts Iwané in a positive 
light as a supporter of monastic institutions and of the Church, but it also 
reveals that Iwané had started on a campaign to bolster support for a 
challenge against Giorgi. According to Sargis, Iwané married a member 
of the Armenian royal Bagratuni family, Rusudan, whose patrimony was 
considered to include the city of Ani, which had served as the capital 
of the Armenian Bagratuni Kingdom from 961 until its capture by the 
Byzantine Empire in 1045. 

There are two Rusudans attested with certainty in inscriptions from 
the monasteries of Hatbat and Sanahin that date to this period. One is 
the sister of king Kiwriké II of Lori-Ta&ir; the other is his daughter'®. In 
an inscription at Hatbat dated to 1185, Mariam, the daughter of king 
Kiwrike, mentions her mother, T'amar, and her paternal aunt, Rusudan, 
a reference to the elder Rusudan: 


In the year of the Armenians 634 [- 1185]. І, Mariam, daughter of king 
Kiwrike, with great hope built this house of prayers over our tombs, for my 
father's sister, Rusuk'an, and my mother T'amar, and me, Mariam, during 
the primacy of the Archbishop, Lord Barsel, and which was completed 
through him. Now you who enter through its doors, and worship at [the 
church of] the Holy Sign, remember to Jesus Christ in prayer us and our 
ancient royal family", who are buried at the door to the holy cathedral. 


h Lm 2uyng n|g: bu U'wp[uud [пшр ШЛУ. wip put, д youn 
їр quiach шдо|д|у І ери Сшітитишішуи йЁп, І {шц php Іл 
(hom puru], Бі шу pony Їд:ииўшршу, Е. |і І шр|шіїпи, junu прити д kuti 
тЕшпћ Pup] шреріщридпулир' пп EL wow punyu І АЁпї unpu: Up app 
nul p php ти unpu, ві Ера р иррт шіри, ровиФЕр ушуш ди 
ql Е. уіш[ибр [# шушіпршутћри Ер, пр Фшіприцвшу Eh un тийш uppny 
Пш|дпур и І Pphunnu 8ритиг: 8 


There is а reference to Rusudan, the daughter of king Kiwrike, on а column 
erected at Sanahin in 1181; the name appears as Érusugan (Сппшпщш)?. 


16 On the Kiwrikean kings of Lori-Tasir, see MOVSESIAN 1927. 

7 “Our royal family’, [Juuguinpugmilipu skp, according to the transcription John of 
Crimea; according to BRossET 1863, 8, n. 5, Schilling transcribes as ‘our kings’, 
п[#шцшапр pu dkp. . : 

18 BROSSET 1863, 8 (nos. 10-11). The name Rusudan (П-пиитирий) appears as Rusuk'an 
nium, pui), which is possibly due to a mistake on the part of the transcriber, John of 
Crimea, although there is little consistency in how the name is rendered in the other 
inscriptions. In particular, there is much confusion between the similar appearing Arme- 
nian letters ц (g) and 4 (d). 

19 “I Érusugan, daughter of that same king (Kiwriké), sister of Mariam, erected this 
column to be a column of light for me in eternal life," Gu Ёпптшпщршй інірії up pu] 


пиши" Pp U'wp[nuduy шири пијани шві рі шій! ("nunj h Illi ушту, 
ВЕО$$ЕТ 1863, 51 (по. 9); LAFADARYAN 1957, 115 (no. 30). 
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On the same column there is another reference to a Rusugan (Пепішпицииїт) 
or Urugan (f].nnupuli); however, the exact decipherment of the inscrip- 
tion is unclear”. Both Rusudan, the sister of Kiwrike, and Rusudan, the 
daughter of Kiwrike, appear on their tombstone in Halbat where the 
name is spelled Ruzugan (f]-nugnuquii) both times”. 

Unfortunately, Iwané is not mentioned in conjunction with either of 
them”. There is, however, an inscription from the monastery of Bet'ani 
in Kartli that dates to 1196 and was published by Brosset”’. It mentions 
Rusudan, the daughter of king Kiwrike, but the text is badly damaged. 
As Brosset reconstructs the text of the inscription, it seems that her hus- 
band was the amilbar and amirspasalar of the Georgian forces and that 
his bones were deposited in the monastery. The name of her husband has 
not survived?^, but Step'anos Orbélean records that the monastery of 
Betani was the traditional burying site of the Orbélean family”. It is 
therefore likely that Iwané Orbélean is the intended husband and his wife 
was indeed the daughter of Kiwrike II. 


20 In accordance with the available genealogical information, Brosset reads the 
inscription as follows: “I, aunt of Urugan, by the father of T'amar, mother of these 
queens, we erected this column; remember us to Christ," Би f1inniguiliu] Lopu pnjp 
foudup шур шут шур guftu Ipulighlguip чів ШЛУ, h Pppuman, BROSSET 1863, 
51-2 (no. 10). However, it may also be rendered: “I, T'amar, mother of queens, paternal 
aunt of Urugan, we [i.e., T'amar and Urugan] erected this column; remember us to 
Christ." This translation is the more grammatically correct one according to the given 
transcription. If we adhere to that interpretation, however, we are forced to postulate the 
existence of a third Rusudan as otherwise it would mean that T'amar, Kiwrike's wife and 
the mother of the younger Rusudan and sister-in-law to the elder, was also Kiwriké’s aunt. 
LAFADARYAN 1957, 115 (no. 31) transcribes the inscription differently: “I Rusugan, pater- 
nal aunt of T'amar, mother of queens, we [i.e., Rusugan and T'amar] erected this column; 
remember us to Christ," би П-пишпирийћ, Соршртр Putupp, шп ugar ишү цириїш 
шуур уйбу уровуєр р пришти. This, too, would suggest a third Rusugan who was 
the sister of T'amar's father. 

21 “Ruzugan, sister of this same Kiwrikeans. And Mariam, Rusugan and Borina 
are his daughters," fup, ри шаррії чр bug рирдви. EL ШМирірші. Г-пцут- 
quit, Бі Вшіррішу. [шпЁр р! linpui Li рирдви|; BRossET 1863, 33 (по. 77). 

22 Step'anos Siwnec'i (SO, 285 [220-1]) claims that in the aftermath of the rebellion, 
Orbélean monuments throughout the region were destroyed; it is therefore possible that 
any explicit connection between Iwané and the Bagratuni family was erased. Siwnec'i's 
assertion, however, may be exaggerated as the surviving inscription of Iwane Orbélean 
at Sanahin testifies. 

23 BROSSET 1854, 295-300. Based on this inscription MovsEsIAN 1927, 245 (n. 2) 
and 250, as well as MARGARYAN 1975, 51, identify the wife of Iwane with Rusudan, the 
daughter of king Kiwrike. MANANDYAN 1952, 115, also identifies her with Kiwrike's 
daughter, but does not give any supporting evidence. 

24 BrosseT 1954, 299, acknowledges that in 1196 the amirspasalar was Zak‘aré 
Zak'arian, but speculates that it may refer to ‘one of his colleagues or predecessors’. 

25 SO, 277 [215]. 


ORBELEAN REVOLT AGAINST KING GIORGI III 135 


Iwané’s marriage to a Kiwrikean Bagratuni provided a pretext to assert 
himself as the heir to and redeemer of the Armenian Bagratuni kingdom 
and thus to challenge Giorgi’s authority at least in the territory that king- 
dom encompassed?6. His and his wife's restoration of churches at Ani as 
well as of the royal tombs at Halbat clearly suggests that he symbolically 
promoted this identification?". An inscription from Sanahin that may be 
dated to 117328, further supports such an interpretation: 


During the reign in Georgia of Giorgi, I, spasalar Iwane Orbélean, grandson 
of the great Iwane spasalar, and son of Smbat spasalar, came according to 
the custom of our ancestors to the monastery of Sanahin, to the Church 
of the Holy Mother of God; bishop Grigor Tutéordi was abbot of this 
monastery. I saw the memorial of our forefathers, that our entire region, 
both cities and villages, with nobles and peasants”, had been given by the 
blessed kings and by our ancestors as a waqf?? for the Church of the Holy 
Mother of God, and sealed with curses. We, too, following our ancestors, 
again give our entire region with cities, villages, nobility and peasants as a 
wadqf to the Church of the Holy Mother of God. 


h шш прт деші {пш Ыар fr, би" flppl lun haul up unu uu, [pant 
йори {шї uupuu pup rr, Е. пп Шр шшш ищшишшр[ї pun lnu[ulilbungh 
umi[ npn [dl uh Ehh m uin Піни hh umpp Циптшдидійи, т |иш[и uuu) np 


[п Snnt пру q.n]unpn buphuljnujnuh, швиї тошиши ш [ишу Ерт, 
пр бЕр ull цшішпрії" pt рипшр Бі pt чи р, шушпор Е. ітшішіюор 
ШИЛ Фиприршу Е. І інший шу ûkpny iw [u d In iud итрпр 
Циштишдидійи, Ві інн р Чибид. Шр Ёш hu fubr buy übpny ТЛ 
dbp wibby quiuunph puja pup, gfegpep, шушпишр Е. міни штир 
il pum rh iwi [uid тир итрпр ЦШиштшдшдіри?!: 


Based on this inscription and Sargis's colophon, Н. Manandyan argued 
that the Orbélean and Bagratuni families might have been aligned 


?6 We should note that while such a marriage may have formed an alliance between 
the two families, it by no means entitled Iwane to the prerogatives of the Bagratuni, 
cf. MAHÉ 1984 and 2000, 690; MARGARYAN 1994, 156. 

27 The monastery of Halbat as well as of the nearby monastery of Sanahin served as 
the burial place for many of the Bagratuni kings as well as of other noble families over 
several centuries, see BROSSET 1863, 68. 

28 On the dating, see MARGARYAN 1975, 51, п. 19. 

29 ‘with nobles and peasants’, here and below, wquinop Li ohlulpulio p. On these terms 
see GARSOIAN 1989, 512-3 (azat), 555 (Sinakan); and МАНЕ 2000, 685. Cf. also the 
remarks ої Mxit'ar Goš who clearly provides the following ranking in descending order: 
king, princes, nobles (шушипр), peasants (зрішішії p), MxIT'AR Goš 1975, 32; English 
translation in THOMSON 2000, 120. 

30 ‘wagf’, here and below, {щ[ий, see MHB П:353, ALAYAN 1972, 208. This is the 
earliest surviving use in Armenian of the Arabic term that I have been able to find. 

31 EAFADARYAN 1957, 189 (по. 184); BRossET 1863, 81, provides a French translation 
of the inscription. He does not challenge the date of 1183 and argues that it proves that 
the Orbélean were not eradicated after the rebellion. 
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through marriage as early as the beginning of the twelfth century??. In 
order to buttress this assertion, he refers to Step'anos Orbélean’s remark 
that the Orbélean on their maternal side were kin to both the kings of 
Georgia and “with the Kiwrikian kings of the Armenians, who were 
Bagratuni."? Step'anos further adds that this is the reason why some 
of the Orbelean received Bagratuni names such as Smbat and Iwané 
(= Yovhannés). 

There is no evidence, however, of prior Orbélean activity at Sanahin. 
According to Step'anos Orbélean, the traditional burial site of the early 
Orbélean was at the monastery of Bet'ani in Kartli?^, not at Sanahin; 
later, members of the family were buried at МогауапК" and Elegis in the 
Vayoc' Jor region of the province of Siwnik ?. We may note that Sargis 
only mentions Iwane's contemporary restoration activity; he makes no 
mention of any previous Orbélean generosity towards Halbat. In his 
inscription, Iwane suggests that ‘our ancestors’ are to be distinguished 
from ‘the blessed kings’, although his wording is vague enough to render 
their association extremely close. The inscription does not reflect an his- 
torical alliance between the Orbelean and Bagratuni; rather it — along 
with Iwane's assertions about his family's patronage of Sanahin — was 
intended to create a sense of historical depth and legitimacy to the alli- 
ance that he formed by his marriage to Rusudan. 

Step'anos's claims about the long intermarriage between the two fam- 
ilies are also suspect. First, Step'anos introduces the association with the 
Bagratuni as a way to explain why the two families share certain names; 
his analysis therefore likely results from pure speculation. Second, there 
is no other evidence for a marriage alliance between the two families 
prior to Iwané and Rusudan, except for the claims made Бу Iwané himself 
in the inscription’. Third, by repeating Iwané’s claim to a shared lineage 


32 MANANDYAN 1952, 115-7. 

И піц (дшуриппррії 2ш Чеши, прр Цій Вшупшштт Вр, 50, 278 [216]. 

34 SO, 277 [215]. According to an earlier section of KC, “The Book of Kartli,” Iwane's 
ancestor, Liparit Orbélean, was buried at Kac'xi in Imereti, which is described as the 
‘tomb of his fathers’, THOMSON 1996, 298; this is also mentioned in the earlier attested 
Armenian version of the same work, ibid., 296. It is likely that Iwane Orbélean himself 
was buried at Bet‘ani, see above, 134. No source indicates that Sanahin was a traditional 
burying spot of the Orbélean. 

35 See STONE forthcoming. 

36 MoVvsESIAN 1927, 246, n. 2, interprets Step'anos's assertion concerning the inter- 
marriage of the Bagratuni with the Orbélean to refer to that of Iwané and Rusudan. On 
the same page and in the same note Movsésian mentions a Zak'arian branch of the 
Orbélean family descended from the spasalar Zak'are, who was the brother of Iwané 
Orbélean, the grandfather of the Iwané who led the rebellion. Movsésian has confused 
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with the Bagratuni, Step'anos implicitly represents him as a viable con- 
tender for the throne and thereby lends some legitimacy to his actions or, 
at least, mitigates his treachery. Finally, we may observe that Sargis does 
not explicitly associate Iwane with the Bagratuni as he does his wife, 
Rusudan. Such a royal connection is only made through marriage to 
Rusudan; Ani is proper to ‘them’ and not to him alone. 

Manandyan therefore incorrectly perceives Iwane's activities at Ani 
documented by Sargis as proof of his legitimate possession of the city 
rather than as instrumental in making his claims for not only the city but 
also the royal Bagratuni inheritance. Manandyan avoids tackling the ques- 
tion of why Апі was subsequently removed from Iwane's possession by 
Giorgi and accepts Step‘anos Orbélean’s interpretation of the rebellion. 

Like the renovations at Ani and Halbat, Iwane's inscription at Sanahin 
— together with his generosity towards the monastery — provided a 
visual assimilation of his wife's lineage for his own political ends?*. 
Through his endowments of monastic institutions, Iwané attempted 
to garner the support of the powerful monasteries and their bishops’. 


the later Zak'arian brothers, Zak‘aré and Iwané, with the earlier Iwané Orbélean who did 
not have a brother Zak‘aré. There is no known Zak'are Orbélean who was active during 
the reign of the Georgian king, Davit II. 

37 MARGARYAN 1975, 51, similarly relies upon Sargis’s colophon to prove the Orbélean 
connection to the Bagratuni house. He cautiously refers to Manandyan's assertion that 
the Bagratuni and Orbelean had had previous marriage alliances and refers to the inscrip- 
tion cited above as support for this theory. He places the Orbelean-Bagratuni alliance, 
however, within the context of feudal relationships between families. He posits that, 
because of the Orbélean’s status, the Zak'arian family and the lords of Tašir were their 
vassals; they were, therefore, forced to side with the Orbélean in the rebellion. However, 
as Margaryan himself notes, many joined the rebellion ‘in the hopes of receiving new 
possessions and offices’ (uiu пійЕйшупиу,. . Їм Цшу/шд рїп ke upusinnlililbp шлиіни), 51, 
and some switched sides for the same reason. Indeed financial and professional rewards 
— as opposed to fealty — are the only reasons given in the sources for the alignment of 
forces. Margaryan does not speculate on the causes of the rebellion. 

38 Twané’s appropriation of a Bagratuni identity was apparently contrived with the 
full assent of Rusudan and her family. We may observe that in Dawit^ Kobayrec'i's colo- 
phon discussed below, the author explicitly mentions that his wife joined him in his 
stronghold at Lori [V]. The Armenian Bagratuni were theoretically the senior branch of 
the family and therefore could make claims against the junior Georgian line. It is pos- 
sible that they saw an opportunity to reclaim their former status. There is, however, no 
evidence of their being punished by Giorgi after the revolt and so their complicity can 
only remain speculative. 

39 We may note that after the revolt, king Giorgi Ш granted tax relief to the monastery 
of Sanahin (1181), as well as to that of Moro Joro; cited in MARGARYAN 1975, 54. Mar- 
garyan speculates that these grants represented rewards for those monasteries that did not 
side with the Orbélean. See also MARTIN-HISARD 1984, 28, for an earlier instance of 
Bagratuni construction of legitimacy through monastic endowments in T’ao-K’larjeti. 
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If Sargis's depiction of Iwane's influence is correct, then he was very 
successful in gaining a significant support-base — either through respect 
or fear — in the regions surrounding the important cities of Ani and Duin 
as well as in the province of Gugark' where the monastery of Halbat is 
located. 

This acknowledgment of Iwane's growing influence sheds light on the 
enigmatic passage in Vardan in which he comments that after the capture 
of Ani in 1174, Giorgi was persuaded by the bishop of the city, Barset, 
to bequeath Ani to Apirat??. King Giorgi justly perceived that Iwane's 
actions and self-promotion represented a serious threat to his authority. 
By granting Ani — a city endowed with great symbolic resonance for 
the Bagratuni as the capital of their former kingdom — to Apirat, rather 
than to Iwane, Giorgi deprived the latter of a significant base for mobi- 
lizing an attempt either to establish a renewed Armenian Bagratuni king- 
dom independent of the Georgian monarchy or, now as a member of 
the Armenian senior Bagratuni line, to overthrow Georgian Bagrat'ioni 
power altogether.*! Foiled in his efforts to acquire control over Ani, it is 
likely at this point that Iwane decided to take up the cause of Giorgi's 
nephew, Demet're, in an outright challenge to Giorgi's rule. Hence, 
Vardan's words: "At that time Iwane revealed his wickedness", suggest- 
ing that Iwané had entertained a plot against Giorgi prior to his failure 
to acquire Ani.” 


40 Apirat was a member of the famous Pahlawuni family which was in control of the 
Catholicossal throne. Giorgi's plan may not have been entirely successful, for Apirat's 
son, Grigor, is mentioned by Step'anos Orbélean to have sided with Iwane in the revolt, 
although Apirat himself is not accused of any treachery, see below, n. 88. 

^! We may note a similar action taken by Giorgi in 1161 against Sadun (Sa'dün) whom 
he had placed in Ani after its capture from Shaddadid Fadlün. According to VA, 127 
[206], Giorgi became suspicious of Sadun after the latter had fortified the ramparts of 
the city and removed him. Sadun thereafter attempted to join the forces of Eltiguz 
(Eldigüz), but he was arrested before he could do this, brought to Giorgi and executed. 
Both Vardan and al-Fariqi give Sadun/Sa'dün as the name of the suspected rebel; the 
HEC and Burhan al-Din, however, provide the name Iwane, see MiNORsKY 1953, 92; see 
also the other sources cited in n. 5, above, that claim Giorgi bestowed Ani to Iwane 
Orbelean after its capture. The most probable resolution of the different accounts is that 
after the initial capture of Ani, Giorgi handed the city over to Sadun. Fearful of Sadun's 
actions, Giorgi removed him and entrusted Ani to Iwané Orbélean — possibly with 
Sargis Maargr3eli/Zak‘arian as adjutant. The city then passed once again into the hands 
of the Shaddadid Fadlün. Iwané’s later rebellion undoubtedly helped the conflation with 
that of Sadun found in some of the sources. 

? An inscription from the monastery of Noravank* by Liparit Orbelean, the grandson 
of Iwané’s brother, Liparit V Orbélean, dated to 1221, further substantiates the existence 
of an Orbélean threat to Giorgi’s power at the time of the confiscation of Ani. The 
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This explanation of Iwané’s motivation for the revolt of 1177 differs 
markedly from that given in the HEC and in the History of Step‘anos 
Orbélean, neither of whom mention the taking of Ani from Iwané in 
117443. According to the HEC, when Demet're reached maturity he suf- 
fered from the same perfidy as his father, Davit, who had rebelled against 
his own father. Covetous of the throne, he attached himself to the Orbe- 
lean family in the hopes that their powerful relatives and allies would help 
secure the monarchy for himself ^. According to the Georgian account, 
Iwané Orbelean does not play a role at all in the events leading up to or 
during the rebellion. 

Step'anos Orbélean’s version of the events is at variance with both the 
Georgian account as well as the explanation given above. According to 
Step'anos, Iwane was prompted into action by ‘leading Georgian princes’ 
who came to him with Demet’re. They remind him of an oath he had 
sworn to king Davit to install Demet're on the throne and exhort him not 
to break his oath. Iwané is not pleased at the prospect of shedding royal 
blood, but nevertheless accedes on account of the oath. He declares that 
they should seize Giorgi, crown Demet’re, and compel the former to 
swear an oath of allegiance to Demet’re. They will then allow Giorgi to 
live on the lands properly given to him as an inheritance by his father?^. 
Step'anos's account, then, also diminishes the role of Iwane and depicts 
him as a somewhat reluctant and merciful rebel who has no keen desire 
to lead a revolt, but who is forced into it for the noble reason of upholding 
ап oath*®, 

The second colophon, authored by Dawit' Kobayrec'i in 1178, however, 
contradicts these accounts and supports the interpretation given above as 
well as Vardan's laconic summary of events. 


inscription clearly indicates that this branch of the Orbélean clan had come to Persia 
just before 1175 in order to garner support for their claims on the Georgian throne, see 
Minorsky 1951, 876-7. It suggests that this course of action was taken after the failure 
to gain Ani on the part of Iwané and that the rebels decided to change tactics and enlist 
external support for their plans; see also, below, 153-154. 

5 The course of events as presented in these two sources is also rejected by Н. V. HAK- 
BOYAN 1952, 115-6. 

^ KC II:18, BROSSET 1849-50, 241. 

45 [n his treatment of the punishment of the rebels, Step'anos refers to Demet're as 
having been married to Iwané’s daughter (виш ішувші|), but he does not specify as to 
when this marriage was conducted. Although such a marriage alliance would be fully 
consistent with Iwane's intentions, it is not confirmed by any of the other sources. 

46 SO, 279-80 [218-9]; see also below, 154. 
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The Colophon of Dawit’ Kobayrec‘i: The Price and Limits of Loyalty” 


Dawit Kobayrec'i (11507-1220?) was a renowned exegete and lead- 
ing theologian of the period. Born in the village of Kobayr, he studied 
and resided for a long time at the monastery of Halbat, where he was 
also buried??. As a leading member of that powerful monastic com- 
munity, he was also well informed about the political crisis between the 
Georgian monarchy and the Orbélean family. His colophon, dated to 1179 
(Arm. 627), contains the earliest account of the revolt by Iwane and his 
kinsmen. The colophon is particularly interesting for its detailed depic- 
tion of the movements of the participants as well as for its portrayal of 
Demet're as а tool of the Orbélean. The colophon reads as follows*?: 


I. One year prior to this [i.e., in 1176]? the sun was darkened in the 
month of April, on new Sunday, at the first hour. And after this signs of 


^! This colophon is found in M5602, ff. 268v-272v, which contains the Commentary 
on the Discourses of Gregory the Theologian and Gregory of Nyssa by Dawit' Kobayrec'i; 
see also, n. 12. 

48 On Dawit', see POLAREAN 1971, 265-8. 

49 The twelve divisions in both the translation and the text of this extract from Dawit"s 
colophon are my own and I have punctuated the Armenian text accordingly. I have placed 
in square brackets in my translation any additions to the text not present in the Armenian 
but which I felt necessary to make the translation more readable. Any emendations to the 
Armenian text I have placed in pointed brackets. I follow the text as given in YOVSEP'EAN 
1951, 471-4, and note the more significant variant readings of H.V. HAKOBYAN 1952 and 
MAT'EVOSYAN 1988. 

50 Dawit" provides the following information for the date of the colophon: “Now the 
composition of this text of Commentary happened in the 627" year of the Armenian chron- 
icon, whereas in the 94" of this new cycle and there were 1179 cycles of years from the birth 
of the one who gave us life, whereas for the Roman cycles, there were 498 completions of 
years," Up барба. ^иршцдт [a [u щи типі іт buh уш П-р EL lid uh шп риши. 
[pPnuupkpn fð kut Gui pugil ppt pnhihu, huh ипи дийр [їшї fi гпрру, Бі h 
ПЕниршррії урпу ТОТА uqup fi Gup[up д шішитћ EL [її Lhi uiui opdunguim [2 [uh p, 
huh Zann åhh дії) гер &шр[ип [ium EL ті? Là purty шт [o fup шішу. 
Н. V. HAKOBYAN 1952, 114-15, has presented the most careful analysis of the dating of the 
colophon and the rebellion. The only year in which a solar eclipse occurred that corre- 
sponded to ‘New Sunday’, the first Sunday after Easter, was 1176. This is further supported 
by the anonymous chronicle of the Bagratuni kings published by У. HAKOBYAN 1956, П:502, 
which also notes that a solar eclipse occurred in Arm. 625 (= 1176). Although the chronicle 
is undated, Hakobyan posits that it was composed in the late twelfth century. As the rebel- 
lion started one year after the eclipse, it must have began in 1177. According to Hakobyan, 
the colophon itself must have been composed early in 1179. He is able to resolve two of the 
dates provided by Dawit'. Arm. 627 corresponded to the year starting on 5 February 1178 
and ending on 4 February 1179 and therefore coincides with 1179 until 4 February. Hako- 
byan also suggests emending the reckoning according to Roman cycles to 400 in order to 
bring it into accordance with 1179, see 114, n. 1. Hakobyan does not address the 94'^ year 
of the new cycles (established by Yovhannes Sarkawag Vardapet), except to say that it is 
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confusion were evident for the royal tent was rent in half and thereupon 
the nobles of Iberia contemplated rebellion from the king, which they 
had entertained a long time ago*!. And having found an appropriate hour 
their evil thought took root and the ones called Urbels [i.e., the Orbelean] 
— Iwané spasalar and his brother, Liparit, with their sons and kins- 
men — enticed the nephew of that king, and brought him to the fortress 
of Agarak?? and crowned him, as if no one would try to topple their 
work, like the wise Ahitopel [toppled] the wiles of Absalom??, putting 
hope in the fortifications of their fortified fortress? and in the multitude 
of friends and co-conspirators, whose thoughts they attracted to their 
own. 

II. First with the indigenous population and the guards that belonged 
to their own [places]? they extracted by treaty from the inhabitants 
the impregnable Kayan and Каусоп'?, opposite it. Also the rulers in the 
regions of Sak'i, and Heret'i, and Kaxet [i]? assisted them with a verbal 


equivalent to 1178. However, the year according to Sarkawag's calendar was calculated 
according to the Great Armenian Era. In order to arrive at the equivalent year in Sarkawag's 
calendar, one subtracts 533 from the Great Armenian Era. Thus, the 94" year of Sarkawag's 
calendar is equivalent to Arm. 627. On the Armenian calendar see EYNATYAN 2002. 

9! The concordance between heavenly confusion and earthly confusion is common 
among Armenian historians of the period, particularly Matthew of Edessa. 

52 The fortress of Agarak is located in the province of Lori to the southeast of the 
nearby fortress of Lori, see HEWSEN 2001, map 95. 

5 2Sam 17.1-14. The HEC similarly compares Demet're with Absalom, KC II:18; 
BnossET 1849-50, 241, but makes no mention of Iwané’s plotting behind his revolt. 

54 ‘in the fortifications of their fortified fortress’, lit. ‘in the fortified fortresses of their 
fortifications’ (quidni пиши [щт шї urdpnguig). 

55 ‘the indigenous population and the guards that belonged to their own [places], jpk- 
шіщиї! guuzuimurljuriun p fi: шіршішішир. Тре meaning of this phrase is not entirely clear, 
but seems to indicate that Iwane and his supporters used the indigenous population of the 
province (gawarakank < gawat, ‘region’, NBHL 1:533) of Loti and guards (amrakanawk" < 
amur, ‘fortified’, ‘strong’), both of whom belonged to places that were in the possession 
of the Orbelean (iwreanc'sn, cf. a similar use of the reflexive pronoun later in the para- 
graph) to gain these two fortresses. The fortress of Kayan was not at the time in Orbelean 
hands, but was in the control of Hasan of Kayen who did join the rebels, see n. 88. 

56 Kayan must be identified with the fortress of Kayan in the valley of Kayen in the 
region of Jorop'or in the province of Lori near the river Alstew; the fortress of Каус'оп 
is likewise located in Lori, but further west near the Debeda River, now in the environs 
of Alaverdi. 

5 Saki [ClArm., Sak'e; Geo., Saki/Nuxpato; Ar. Shakki], Heret'i [Geo., Hereti] and 
Kaxet'i [Geo., K'axeti] are all Georgian provinces (і.е., north of the Kur river). Saki is 
the furtherst east, adjacent to the province of Sirwan; Hereti is west of and adjacent to 
Saki; K'axeti lies to the west to and extends further north than Hereti. Saki and Hereti 
lie to the north and east of the Armenian province of Lori; the province of K'axeti lies 
directly north of the Armenian province of Lori. On the location of these provinces in 
general, see HEWSEN 2001, maps 94, 108 and 110. 
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pact. They rebelled against the king, fortified themselves in their own 
[places], and raided the bordering provinces of the king. And these 
from this side [i.e., from Armenia] with the new king [i.e., Demet’re] 
seized the royal villages with ease, and sent for all the advisors to 
gather there, so that they might catch the fugitive king or lead [him] by 
force. 

III. But that one [i.e., king Giorgi], since he still had in his possession 
the cities and fortresses of his royal domains, and the royal treasury, 
rushed to the great city, Тр хі8, and summoned the confidants of his 
kingdom to a counsel of unity, and with their counsel he promised and 
distributed treasures of gold and silver and suitably honorable vestments 
to the rabble infantry of Dualet'i^*. 

IV. And in one place he gathered them who [were] on the borders of 
the region of К'аг Щі, and came and reached the ancestral region of 
the sparapet. Advancing in plunder, they [i.e., the king's troops] set 
their houses?? [i.e., the houses of the inhabitants] on fire. And he himself 
[i.e., the king] advanced and reached the borders of the rebels. When 
the rebels saw him afar, they, being afraid, turned in flight to fortify 
wherever he might head. 

V. But the sparapet Iwané with his sons and wife and with all his 
chattel came and entered the impregnable Lawie [= Lori], and his brother 
Liparit with his <people>®, those who had outwardly been in agreement 
with him, seized Demetre, the «nephew»! of the king, and headed for 
the impenetrable Kayan. At the king's command, the pious amirapet of 
Tp'xis, named K'urd, pursued them and intercepted them in a narrow 


58 Dualet'i/Dualeti is located in the north of the Georgian kingdom on the border with 
the realm of the Alans, Ossetia. 

_ 59 ‘houses’, шушрийр; aparank* < OP араайпа, ‘palace’, which could refer to the 
Orbéleans’ residences, but the dwellings of the local inhabitants seems more apposite in 
this context as in VIII. 

60 All the printed copies of the colophon read ‘councils’, d'aqm[m[ р, which must be 
an error for ‘people’, тутр. 

51 All the printed copies of the colophon read ‘son’, улут, instead of ‘nephew’, 
ghypurpnpyp, lit. “brother’s son’. As рамі“ correctly idenitifies Demetre as Giorgi's 
‘nephew’ in [I], the omission of fypunp seems to be a scribal error and the proposed 
emendation to ‘nephew’ seems justified. We should note that Step'anos Orbelean simi- 
larly refers to Demet’re in his account of the letter the leading magnates of Georgia sent 
to Iwané to encourage his surrender, SO, 283 [220]. We may compare an inscription from 
the church of Surb Yovhannés of monastery of Horomos dating to 1336 in which the 
inscriber has rendered ‘paternal uncles’ (Zunphgpupg) as ‘brother’ (kypupy), omitting the 
same element (Фиг), evidently by mistake, МАНЕ 2001, 174-5. 
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pass on their road, in his own region called Mahkanaberd®. He sounded 
the battle horn before them and caused them to retreat in flight. He pur- 
sued them and seized their equipment and camp supplies; only they who 
barely escaped by horse®, reached the fortress of Lawre. And all the 
rebels were gathered in one place. 

VI. Seeing this, the fortifiers of Kayan — as well as all the neigh- 
boring peoples — rendered obedience to the king. 

МП, Yet the king attempted kindness. Sending dispatches many times, 
he begged for peace, but listened to a contrary reply, to the effect that it 
would not be possible to see him [i.e., Iwane] in this life, except if half 
of the kingdom would be abandoned to them, for they would easily take 
away more than half from the other [i.e., the king]. The king did not 
accede [to these terms], although he also suspected death from the rup- 
ture of his forces; [therefore,] he undertook and gathered around him by 
messenger from every side the doubters and the sure. 

УШ. And he sat over the fortified fortress of Agarak for two and a 
half months. And he frightened [them] with machines, razing the walls 
and houses which were inside and oppressed [them] who were within 
— [who were] renowned men of war — by the stench of the corpses of 
men and animals and by thirst since they had also blocked the flow of 
the water, and they unwillingly descended to them and gave them the 
fortress. 

IX. Thereafter, the king gathered many forces, and came and sat over 
the rebel stronghold of Lawie, and he sent messengers of love and concord 
within, to give his nephew to him, as well as to remain unworried about 
themselves. 

X. He did this many times, but they were not convinced, for before 
the coming of the king, the sparapet sent his brother Liparit with his 
three sons, and moreover his own younger son, to the Persian general, 
Xzil, to assist the army or himself but to come with him to force the king 


6 The fortress of Mahkanaberd is located northwest of the fortress of Kayan and 
southeast of the fortress of Kayc'on, thus, in between the two; see HEWSEN 2001, 
map 96; see also НУ. HAKOBYAN 1952, 120, n. 1. ‘His own region’, [np иЁщ&шшї 
uruni, must refer to K'urd, on whom see MARGARYAN 1975, 52-60. 

$$ ‘barely by horse’, дшщпит, a hapax. MHB 11:59 cites only this occurrence from the 
collection of colophons in YoVSEP'EAN 1951. It is constructed from af, ‘horse’, + шит 
meaning ‘survived’, ‘freed’, ‘lived’; Mat'evosyan's reading, àþuunipò, is identical in 
meaning, as щпитд and шипит are equivalent, see ACAREAN 1926-35, s.v., шщту and 
щпцід. Сї. дйшушщт(д), ‘to escape by a hairbreadth’. It is less likely that the compound 
is formed from àh t ujni pl щпур, ‘head’, 
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into flight and to occupy the dominion for himself. And according to 
the request he gathered with him many forces, which had been near to 
the borders of the king [and reached] as far as to be visible to the camp; 
unknown to the multitude, they stealthily retreated. 

XI. Whereas the army of the king launched an incursion against the 
fortresses of Joragawar®; they seized many of the fortresses by force and 
carried off booty, until everyone unwillingly came into obedience with 
their fortresses and castles. 

XII. And when from all sides hope of assistance expired — for their 
relations had also deserted them — they hastened into obedience to the 
king, who said: “Take refuge in God and in the prayers of the saints.” 
Then also they themselves — truly harried and desperate — exited by 
means of an oath and returned attired in black to the feet of the king, for 
previously the nephew of the king had secretly descended by a basket? 
along the wall, and came to the king. 


I. [270v], ufu рші уши брт] uui [тшшш шріцшіій! шроти 
шішп, h bapa Ufrpul prs, шпшфітийї! дшіїпі, Бі йзшіїр туш шир 
утушії ouo duh, qh i pur (дшуипиррії Еур Е. їй пш й 
ушшшпшіїрт [0 heh [undpu p йЕдшівд рії d pug urs jump h | шушипрі 
шінпр, пп h i una уві Ері, в ци [щт дш Нцтішішщії ишш] 
Фшрш[ип&п: [д ий, iunlintli Фпшштршішір шп ій рішіш Дїр шц! її 
(дшушіпрі шітишіш|,рії Nippeyp, Pruti ищшишршр Бі [| щшр[ип вра 
р» ape p Е. mggu ljubi p fupbutyg, Е. РЕрЕші JU pul] шй 
[#шцшпрпшупщушй, при pt ns np Аш Luu figt ина quinguyh gnpo, 
apy tu fun Luli U.p[unmil fo | Linh qUgphuugni[ йш ji" уи, үтшшү] 
quümp иши [щт Ёш upngui EL pp] imi ky EL ущш Шпріупри- 
[pug ies qnm] mph, gnpng ülunu J[ i phu quibilinuagulikh: 

II. щи Нртвшіщиї ұшішпш[шішір Е. шіушішіштр, ушішп|иуі 
Чшуші EL уЧшудпі’ «ші hifi, upu [uil h Риш[ушу шінпр: Qkniunn 
ungui, j| ph Бі npp | трїшіи Сшріп|, Бі д дип, Бі Yunfub [ony [271г] 
fofutgay ph пиушірр рийру,; шщшпшрЁй Е. hin pui h (дшушіпрбії, Е. 


9^ Т have not found the name Joragawai (province of valleys) as referring to а par- 
ticular locale. It should probably be identified with the province known as Joraget and 
later as Jorap'or; this region was to the northeast of the fortress of Lori and included 
the monasteries of Sanahin and Halbat and the fortress ої Kayan, see HEWSEN 2001, 
map no. 95. 

65 "ру a basket along the wall’, ЧМшітийші ply щшррищії; cf. Acts 9:25, 2Cor. 11:33. 

66 Hakobyan has incorrectly transcribed this as: (ип/шійшр h Sif]. 

57 Hakobyan has incorrectly transcribed this as: Qwplumgni| iuh. 

58 Hakobyan has incorrectly transcribed this as: funp4pqquigh. 
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шішішії уриупшіщий, Et {ший шпі шифіїшіи ру eu ci ri (дшуиип- 
прі, в un рш ушший түйшї hap [#щшпрпшй шпітій чідшушіпршіинт 
ihi gnpuijuli 69 щшрищнпі, в mnu pl ушййшүй прати шішії шїп gni- 
dup, qh iuum] Luh pg eia? цідшушилрі! [шй phu рпшір шдрубії: 

Ш. Һи іш, [ший qh mulju f pln дЕпшіїр тір m] pupu pu в quipngu 
ulifuuljuliu [dug npn [dl uh Im. ві уушідшуийі шрртћіри, пд uin, 
h д Qui Cuin Sufifufiu, EL h þunpsnpy бршршіту kuk Inst ційтЕ при 
Вшұшпрт: [0 ші"! fupay, в йпурії ІпрітрийупудЕшір пити | Et 
pus ful uliu пишип EL шпдшщ[9п| в Guil pàu ujunn nud uri pum upd ulih 
Ншпірбшушії) илиш ищшпшу[ішућ пишу д пу: 

ГУ. Б. пр h om Loui Pup oy шишип, при h uf {шп gnuhuplau ци 
ишш р Gui p lli iuum ищшршщішрћ, Би ушишріб [unu mapu" &п&[ц 
шпі ушшшршіи пуш, Et ій рії [тшш шиш} [ пиши шщшпшршй, 
упр h ршупі|271У|иш штвивші шщшпшїршй, quiigfinkuy | iu junii 
puntu fhi“ шішішуі тп ві щи}: 

V. hul| ищшрищіті himtt пирлрії ві liu, ві url uiui 
ци | ший pert nfl i lunt, Et Ерш йпррії L fy pun fpr рії 
dugn[m] p^, ѓа qupinuipnzuin дршрийвувуп ph, шпіті апи puqun- 
ph дийип, ві ТА шінішитуції! Чшуші, прпу qun тиші Фтшіїш- 
шт (дшуиштпррії рирвщшут шірршщті [иш fmi шітшівші, 
Сшишї [ риби Sw hy wp di пуш" j[up* ии шш murum U ukhu- 
hu pl pg” Iaskgbuy, Gupljulil гі ушінші йпуш ушішуштућ ujuuinl- 
pug, ві h thu funn піт Праці пирдпідшії, npny qun pp шпіті. 
уша Et уишршир phil fib, Et Аршщтр"" йшй дш p”, шишЇ їй 
ві hin pu h шй І шалі, Et шш үй um urupuinuidpuigh [ uf {шүп 
цпийшррії: 


© Hakobyan reads: у/дшушіпрші[шш ушы, np ший. He notes that the meaning of 
the word шупі is unintelligible and perhaps should be emended to mukh, ‘they say’. He 
continues that if this is correct, the phrase means that the name of the royal town is 
Parapov whose identification is unknown. Hakobyan's reading is erroneous and his 
emendation, unnecessary. 

7 Hakobyan has incorrectly transcribed this as: фішришліш| Цшйрубії. 

7 Mat'evosyan reads: [Juguinpm |060. The discrepancy results from differing reso- 
lutions of an abbreviated form. 

7 Cf. n. 60, above. 

73 Cf. n. 61, above. 

74 Matevosyan reads: fup. 

75 Hakobyan mistakenly wrote: Uwhmpkpqh. 

76 Mat'evosyan reads: #шрши}. 

7 Mat'evosyan reads: Afunynipd. 

78 Matevosyan reads: glkpàkup p. 
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МІ. ши штвивші mÔ pulju tugh 79 Чшушіт тубо А уші h Giuguligni hli 
pugqunpphh, EL uml fy pi?! uri: 

VII. hul шуш пў ууп 2 [uh h Ай шпвш| ршупиї шій щшищийи 
піші шушо h [272r] frm qq neo fih Е. ql p] lupghiu dpi ші щштищишій, 
ппщи pt elut шр тшш] ціни h Ibi, шүу йшй pt ghtu puqun- 
prif шї h пиш туі, qp upu purni] р Заид Liu Припуй ший, 
упр ng ушідії munin puqunph, [Phy bin Е. Ipuulpuólp h qun pungli Epluju- 
nuhni fò kit уїш | Аш шпіті Бі туп пищш іш шп [phi ушіїБіни і! 
туїшіу души шдшіпрти EL ушіши[шди: 

УШ. бі іш) h ШИЛ шіїпут тури Пушрийпу Epljnig шйипу ft Прип 
шшш: бі Шптбищі дей pubuh p іншпјишрёшу ущшр[шщий ві ушщш- 
pubuh, пп h bkp pu Е. Шиш], прр h hip pul luf upp шітшіййр h 
uuu pug if, [* Фшёш&пшт fè kik и ші? ширу Е. шішийту| fi h 
òmpuLnj, qh EL яд pay Liu uipigh ph бшїшщшп&, Е. шшш [шй шп 
пиш Бі muhi рубці: 

IX. Әп ппу Іти ұпиїшрі ушри (дшуиипрії, Е. ушу іш) h Чети| 
шщштийршітпурії Lunntny, Е. uhpny бршршітуд ші! upunngu În pu sakh 
hibp pu, inui giu ghgpun pn pp у» EL [hi phu ші пут fè ші ішу: 

Х. Оши шай риупиї шіщі), Е. пф шьш, qh buju рші [цш] 
(дшуипипррії шпш[рёшу] [272v] uuu puukin fb Пр шп hp | щшр[ип 
Епир npn] p, EL qn ph Liu тир пи, шп gun prin phi Muu pr fig Мају 
дЕпішті ДД уипрт. [шй [hi phu [ш guj pig їиїш 0 шпі 
цідшушипртії Е. Jf phat иши ушірт [d hibb: Пр Е. ұпийшрі phu інш 
pum Ніпутуй quip рРшупийи, прр йЕрд Ёш] р пшішіш (дшушілррії 
flrs шішішшви Ршійшіри Іі, дшіщрлвшу | puujdnio bith. [шшш] 
piu] ТОДД quero fhi: 

ХІ. Һи gurp p (дшушіпррії шищиптиі шп&ш Ёш] h {пш Фприцшишар 
шіти|шіниції, шпіт № quiüpngu puigqnidu рліти|дЕшіїр Е. gpiisuh ушыш] 
штийбрії, йй. шішіш| шій Ерішії"? mu bu h Lhu bpn fò fuh шіпушір 
Е. шр: 

ХП. бі ppd uid ушівішуі! туші ищшпёшу ути ші шіти ші, 
qp Fi шуциріїр Liu mguglu цітиш, h iniqui fò [uh турі puqun- 
прі пп шибу" Quyu [шт 0. рШиштшд пй № ушуш [du ипрпу: щш 


Hakobyan reads: udp[ulj] uliugh. 
Hakobyan reads: Чшушінпу. 
Mat'evosyan reads: иш йші!|урі. 
Mat'evosyan reads: туту. 
Mat'evosyan reads: Бі. 

Mat'evosyan reads: цришішішиції. 
Mat'evosyan reads: шшш үш рші. 
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EL [phu р, ний аршу Et uicinuplau[, Epid 09р [9 шўр uiui pu 
Кш Et шй ulvugghumnlu[p шп nuu [#шцш:пр]ї, {ший qh tufu 
бурип (дшушіпрііії quiinuigngh [9 УЧшіприші phu] щиррищії, в lh 
шп [#шцшипр[. m 


Following Dawit"s account we may construct the following course of 
events: The Orbélean, in league with other nobles, convince Demet're 
of their plan to overthrow Giorgi; they then crown him at the fortress of 
Agarak*é [I]. At an undetermined time after the crowning, the rebels 
gained the support of the fortresses of Kayan and Kayc'on?! by means of 
the inducements of the Orbelean family's men in the province of Lori. 
As Iwané himself held the fortresses of Agarak and of Lori, they could 
count on the support of the regions of Tašir, Joraget and Kayen, although 
the district around the fortress of Mahkanaberd may have remained loyal 
to the king. 

Iwane was also able to contract an alliance with the three Georgian 
provinces to the north of Lori: K'axeti, Hereti and Saki.88 From these 


86 Step'anos Orbélean notes that the Georgian princes came with Demet're to Iwane 
while the latter was enjoying himself with his brothers and sons in the court called Agarak 
(Пошти! askgbuy пшршишир), 50, 280 [219]; cf. Brosset's remarks and translation 
in BROSSET 1851, 259, n. 1 and his comments to the translation of SO, 219, n. 1. Brosset 
renders the phrase as ‘a Darbas, dans Agarac’, taking тшпшщшишрщши as the name of 
the place rather than as ‘palace’ or ‘royal court’; but cf. NBHL 1:603-4. He admits, 
however, that he has deviated from the literal meaning of the text in order to arrive at the 
notion that Darbas is a location in Agarak. Brosset further identifies Agarak with the 
southern Georgian canton of Agarani mentioned in the HEC as the place where King 
Giorgi camped against Demet’re. Brosset adds, however, “un autre texte trés decisive 
nous fait voir non moins clairement qu'il y avait en ce lieu une forteresse du méme nom.” 
Unfortunately, Brosset does not provide any details about this *other text in BROSSET 
1851, and he does not mention it again in BROSSET 1864-6. The HEC, (KC П:18-19; 
BRossET 1849-50, 241), notes that Demet're was established in the mountains of Somxet'i 
and in the fortress of Lori. Dawit"s remark supports Step'anos's assertion that the place 
where the conspirators met was the fortress of Agarak/Agarani which may have also been 
within the district of Agarak/Agarani mentioned in the HEC. It is also possible that the 
Georgian chronicler confused the name of the fortress with the name of the district. 
Agarak is not mentioned by VA. 

87 These fortresses are not mentioned in VA, SO or the HEC, but Step'anos does 
remark that one Hasan of Kayen joined rebellion, see next note. According to Brosset in 
his translation of SO, this Hasan is otherwise unattested, BROSSET 1864-6 218, n. 2; but 
see the discussion of the identity and position of Hasan in MARGARYAN 1975, 58-59. 
According to Margaryan, Hasan subsequently lost control of the fortress on account of 
his complicity in the rebellion. 

88 VA makes no mention of Iwané’s co-conspirators merely mentioning that ‘many of 
the nobles’ (/пуп(и ушушшшућ) joined him. Step'anos provides the following list of con- 
spirators: the eristavs of Kartli, the Lawrtawrik’, the Jawaxurik‘ (і.е., those of Javaxet'i), 
Kaxay and his sons, the great Kamragél, Jatelmemnay [= Memna Jaq'eli], the Ta&rac'ik* 
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two positions, Dawit“ indicates that the rebels conducted their incursions. 
The nobles of the Georgian provinces attacked the neighboring royal 
provinces to the west, by which Dawit' probably intends Giorgi's posses- 
sions in Kartli. Simultaneously, the Armenian nobles attacked from the 
south (‘from this side’, ушуш? I[mmliuhlL, i.e., from Armenia), sacking the 
‘royal villages’ чідшуші прий hun цішипраиций (lit., ‘villages where the 
king sits"). The exact meaning of this phrase is uncertain, but the cities 
of Curtavi, Rustavi and Samávilde may be intended. The rebels then 
attempted to capture the fleeing Кіпе| ЦІ. 

According to Dawit‘, king Giorgi headed to the capital T’plisi in order 
to conduct a counter attack with the advice of his counselors. Dawit' does 
not provide Giorgi's location prior to T'plisi?. The initial plan consisted 
of opening the treasury to a mercenary force from the northern area of 
Dualeti on border with the Alans [III].? The king also gathered forces 


(1.е., those from Табіг), Hasan of Kayen, and Grigor of Ani, son of Apirat. According to 
Step'anos, their forces numbered more than 30,000 men, SO, 281 [218]. BRossET 1864-6, 
218, n. 2, argues that instead of the eristavs of Kartli, Step'anos intends the populations 
of Hereti and K'axeti, cf. also 211. However, the HEC (KC II:19; BRossET 1849-50, 242) 
refers to Iwane's brother, Liparit, as the eristav of Kartli, and his participation in the 
rebellion is without question. Brosset further identifies the Lawrtawrik* with the rulers 
of Mesxeti; however, in a personal communication, Prof. R. Hewsen has suggested that, 
based on their appellation, the family may have had some connection with the province 
of Lori (Lawri). Brosset also identifies Kaxay and his sons, the great Kamragel, and 
Memna Jaq’eli with lords from the region of Mesxeti, cf. also BRossET 1851, 260, n. 1. 
According to the HEC, Demet're trusted in the allies of the Orbélean in Samcxeti 
[= Mesxeti], Hereti and K'axeti, KC II:18, BRossET 1849-50, 241. After the initial attack 
of Giorgi, the HEC, (КС II:19, BRossET 1849-50, 242), lists the following loyalists of 
Demet're: troops from Mesxeti, Tor, Kartli, Somxiti, as well as his foster-father Jiaber 
and the magnate of Hereti, but cf. n. 92. The HEC also records that Sargis Mqargrseli, 
the father of Zakaré and Iwané Zak'arian, at first supported Demet're and the Orbélean, 
but quickly defected to Giorgi's party where he was received amicably by the king 
(KC II:19, BRossET 1849-50, 241). 

39 Nevertheless this statement confirms Step'anos's and Vardan's comments that 
Giorgi was away at the time of revolt. According to them, he was in Saxata, VA, 130 [207]; 
SO, 280 [218]. The HEC is silent regarding Giorgi's location at the outset of the revolt. АП 
of the sources are unanimous that Giorgi's counter-attack was led from T plisi. 

°° Vardan notes that this province had been subjected to Georgian гше in the time of 
king Davit II, VA, 119 [202]. Only Step'anos confirms that Giorgi, being without help, 
summoned outside forces. According to Step'anos, Giorgi sent for the Qipéaq Qubasar 
(Упиушиші) to aid him. Qubasar was later rewarded for his loyalty and received the 
status of amirspasalar as well as Orbelean territory in Lori. He was subsequently 
removed from office by Giorgi's successor, Tamar (1184-1213). It is possible that Qubasar 
served on the northern front at the time of the revolt and therefore had to be called down 
as Dawit' explains. On Qubasar and the significance of Qipéaq-Cumans generally in the 
kingdom of Georgia, see GOLDEN 1983 (esp., 59-62) and 1984 (esp., 78-81). The HEC 
does not mention any financial inducements that Giorgi offered for support, but Step'anos 
alludes to it in his discussion of how members of Demet're's supporters, beginning with 
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from the border area of Kartli and attacked the ancestral province of the 
general (sparapet)”'. This detail does not occur in any other source and 
would seem tactically dangerous as Dawit’ records that the rebels from 
the eastern Georgian provinces had attacked in the direction of Kartli. 
The Georgian king’s maneuver suggests that he had already pacified 
the eastern provinces, through violence and the financial incentives just 
mentioned.?? This is further supported by the fact that the rulers of these 
provinces disappear from the narrative. Dawit thus presents Giorgi mov- 
ing south with his troops — apparently composed of northern forces and 
forces that had been stationed at the border regions of Kartli—towards 
Lori, as is also clear from the next paragraph” [IV]. 

Giorgi’s advance threw the opposition into confusion and they retreated. 
Iwané headed with his family and possessions to the fortress of Loti”; 
while his brother Liparit headed for Kayan taking Demet'e as a prisoner. 
K‘urd, the amirapet of T’plisi and ruler of Mahkanaberd, whom Giorgi 
had ordered to pursue Liparit, intercepted him at a pass in Mahkanaberd”. 


Kamragél, defected to Giorgi’s party: “Апа thereafter, Giorgi’s side began to be fortified 
and the side of Demet're to diminish; because Giorgi received with great honor those 
who came to him and regaled them with many presents and promised to give them 
the entire patr imony and wealth of the Orbélean” (бі шүт: шві ийиш. доршішу ULP Dm 
q npa] EL йиш Idi VE lw: Pul прр Ep fd uhi шп пшр" дш: щшпптии] 


phat EL шізшу щш шор Гипш[ишутиуші р EL mulu ph Lump bhu EL ihupf шт [2 [uiu 
Opel шц] [ттипшїшүп тшу йтуш), SO, 281-2 [218-19]. 

The sparapet is to be identified with Iwané as Dawit' calls him by that title in the 
next paragraph. рамі previously had called Iwané the spasalar of Georgia, not the 
sparapet. Although, the two terms, roughly equivalent, may have been synonymous for 
Dawit‘, the change in terminology may imply that Iwané had been removed of his func- 
tion as spasalar of the Georgian forces, but remained a sparapet (general) in Armenia. 

?? The HEC records the defeat of the forces of Hereti by royal forces after Demet're 
had taken refuge in the fortress of Lori (KC П:19, BRossET 1849-50, 242), but this must 
have occurred before Giorgi committed his forces to the southern offensive. 

93 Step'anos and the HEC concur that Giorgi headed directly into the region of Lori 
for his vigorous counter attack that forced the rebels to retreat, SO, 282 [219]; KC II:18- 
19; BRossET 1849-50, 241. From these sources, it is also clear that more supporters of the 
rebellion decided to return to obedience to the king at this moment. 

94 According to Step'anos, Iwané abandoned the fortress of Sam¥oylté and headed for 
Loi taking all his possessions with him, SO, 282 [219]. All the accounts are in agreement 
that the leadership of the rebellion fortified itself within the fortress of Lori; however, 
the HEC does not expressly mention Iwane, KC П:19; BRossET 1849-50, 241 (the Vaxt'ang 
edition of the HEC employed by Brosset explicitly identifies Demet’re as the protagonist 
of these events). 

?5 Heading south towards Kayan, the forces would indeed have passed through 
Mahkanaberd. No other source mentions this episode between Liparit and K'urd. On 
K'urd, see MARGARYAN 1975, 52-60. K'urd and his elder brother, Vasak, and his younger 
brother, Sargis, were favored by Giorgi's brother Davit III (1155-1156). Upon Giorgi's 
accession to the throne, he exiled the brothers. Vasak died in exile, but K'urd apparently 
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The rebel forces were routed and Liparit barely managed to escape. He 
headed west — apparently with Demet’re — and was able to join his 
brother in Lori [У]. 

As the forces of the Orbelean retreated and colleted to the south in 
the fortress of Lori, the defenders of the fortress of Kayan to the north 
surrendered to Giorgi without any resistance [VI]. Giorgi, realizing that 
further conflict would only further weaken his kingdom, attempted to 
reconcile with the rebels. His advances, however, were rebuffed. In 
exchange for ending the rebellion, Iwane demanded at least half of the 
Georgian kingdom by which we may assume he meant control of the 
Bagratuni Armenian territory. Giorgi rejected Iwane's terms [VII]. He 
continued his march south and decided to bypass Lori and besieged the 
nearby fortress of Agarak where the revolt was hatched. The siege lasted 
two and half months, but finally the fortress relented [УШ]. After 
taking Agarak, Giorgi at last approached Lori?". Again, he tried to avoid 
conflict, but the rebels refused his attempts once more [IX]. 


reconciled himself with Giorgi before 1176, DowsETT 1958, 488-489. We may note that 
this K'urd is the same one whose patronage the famous vardapet, Mxit'ar Goš, enjoyed 
in Erzerum, see DoWSETT 1958, 473 and 489, n. 1; THOMSON 2000, 17. In their treatment 
of K'urd, Dowsett and Thomson rely on the account of the thirteenth-century historian, 
KIRAKOS САМІАКЕСТ 1961, 209, who suggests that K'urd was restored to his domains only 
during the reign of queen T'amar. Margaryan, however, has convincingly demonstrated, 
based primarily on inscriptions, that Kirakos is misinformed and that K'urd must have 
returned to his position prior to the revolt. Mxit'ar Goš therefore resided in Erzerum at 
some point before 1176. 

°6 The HEC makes no mention of either the surrender of Kayan or the siege of Aga- 
гак. Step'anos Orbélean, in contrast, remarks that when Giorgi reached Agarak he did 
not find the rebels there so he proceeded to besiege the fortress of Xisar for twenty-five 
days, SO, 282 [219]. Step'anos's account, however, is less reliable than that of Dawit"s. 
Step'anos's argument is not convincing for the rebels, by his own account, were not in 
the fortress of Xisar either. It is inconceivable that Giorgi besieged this fortress which 
hitherto had played no role in the rebellion while leaving the significant Agarak 
untouched. We may further observe that Xisar represents the Armenian transcription of 
Arabic ,Le>, ‘fortress’, ‘siege’ cf. HUBSCHMANN 1972, 269; ACAREAN 1926-35, s.v. І have 
not found any reference in Armenian sources to a fortress named Xisar in the region; it 
is thus fairly certain that Step'anos confused the events of Kayan and Agarak. It was 
Kayan that Giorgi left unmolested after which he proceeded to besiege Agarak. Step'anos 
having replaced Kayan with Agarak was left without a fortress for Giorgi to besiege and 
so gave it a generic name, ‘fortress’. 

97 All the sources are in agreement that the stand-off between Giorgi and the rebels 
occurred at the fortress of Lori, SO, 282 [219]; KC II:19, Вкоѕѕвт 1849-50, 242. рамі 
does not relate how long the siege of Loti lasted. According to Step'anos Orbélean (SO, 
282 [219], Iwané entered the fortress оп 13 Hrotic' and remained inside until 5 Meheki. 
H. V. HAKOBYAN 1952, who admits that he is not certain that Step'anos is accurate, has 
calculated that 13 Hrotic of the Armenian year 626 corresponds to 19 July 1178. As the 
month of Hrotic' follows that of Meheki, we should understand it to be Meheki of 627 
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The king, while maintaining open channels for peace, besieged the 
fortress of Lori [IX]. Iwane, however, retained hope of escape for while 
Giorgi was besieging Agarak, he had sent his brother Liparit to Persia to 
acquire the assistance of Xizil to whom he promised to bestow the king- 
dom?*, It seems that this assistance was granted, but the Persian forces 
withdrew in secret without ever engaging Giorgi’s men [Х]?. Seeing that 
the rebels in Lori were not about to capitulate, Giorgi launched a punitive 
campaign through Joraget depleting the Orbélean of their wealth and 
reducing their fortresses to obedience [XI]!°°. It was at the moment when 
his kin surrendered to Giorgi that Iwané realized the revolt was finished. 
He submitted his obedience to the king as a penitent and took an oath of 
loyalty. The escape of the king’s nephew, Demet'e, and his return to the 
king may have expedited the end of the siege [XII]?! 


which corresponds to 11 February 1179. According to Step'anos, Iwané remained in 
Loti for approximately 7 months. There is, however, a problem with this reckoning with 
regard to the composition of the colophon. Hakobyan had calculated that the colophon 
was composed between 1 January and 4 February 1179. As Dawit' knows of Iwane's final 
capitulation, it is not possible for the siege to have lasted beyond 4 February 1179. It is 
likely that Step'anos has provided incorrect dates for the siege, although it is not incon- 
ceivable that Iwane remained in the fortress for seven months during which period Giorgi 
laid siege. 

°8 This is Muzaffar al-Din Kizil Arslan ‘Uthman, brother of Pahlawan Muhammad. 
Калі ruled in Tabriz as a subordinate ruler to his elder brother Pahlawan, who had suc- 
ceeded his father, Sams al-Din Eldigiiz. According to Step‘anos, Iwané sent Liparit to 
request help from Eltkuz, (Буш/пи, i.e., Eldigüz), SO, 282 [219]; Eldigüz, however, died in 
1175, see also KOUYMJIAN 1969, 43-44 (nn. 73 and 79). According to the HEC, Demet’re 
(only explicitly mentioned in some versions including the Vaxt'ang edition) sent Liparit, 
son of Smbat, and K'awt'ar, Iwané’s son, and Anania Dvinel to Persia; others to the 
Shah-i Arman; and yet some others to the sons of Eldigüz to request assistance, KC II:19, 
BRossET 1849-50, 242. On this episode, see also below, 153-154. 

°° The HEC does not report what happened to these reinforcements. According to 
Step'anos, Iwane's supporters feared the coming of Eldigüz's forces and so exhorted 
Iwané to surrender. Liparit arrived with a tremendous force approximately sixty thousand 
men strong, but only after the capitulation of Iwane. Dejected, Liparit returned to Eldigüz 
and died in a foreign land, SO, 282 [219] and 286 [221]. 

100 This is not mentioned by either SO or the HEC. 

101 Step'anos and the HEC both relate the escape of Demet're in a manner similar to 
that of Dawit', SO, 284 [220]; KC 1:20, BRossET 1849-50, 242. Step'anos clearly indicates 
that the loss of Demet're brought about the surrender of Iwane. Unfortunately, Dawit^s 
colophon is damaged and its full ending is missing; it is therefore impossible to know 
whether it would support Vardan's and Step'anos's violent account of the punishment of 
the Orbélean (VA, 130[207]; SO, 285[220-1]). The HEC is not specific as to the nature 
of their punishment (KC П:20), but the Vaxt'ang version as presented in BRossET 1849-50, 
242-3, emphasizes the mild nature of Giorgi’s response. рамі observes that Iwané was 
forced to display some public sign of contrition, but does not mention his blinding and 
the execution of his son. 
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Through a comparison of Dawit^"s colophon with the other accounts of 
the rebellion, the significance of Kobayrec'i's testimony becomes readily 
apparent!?, Dawit^s depiction of the revolt is much more detailed and 
accurate in many instances than VA, SO, or the HEC. In other cases, the 
colophon provides essential corroborating evidence for information that 
is found only in one of the other sources. The following seven points 
constitute the most significant contributions of the colophon: 


1. 


Dawit's account confirms Vardan's assessment that Iwané Orbélean 
devised and led the revolt against king Giorgi in which the king's 
nephew was merely a tool. Both Dawit' and Vardan also reveal that the 
plan against the king did not arise in 1177 but had been contemplated 
before that date. This supports the interpretation advanced above that 
Iwane's desire for Ani reported by Vardan and his patronage of Bagra- 
tuni institutions constituted the construction of a legitimate power base 
from which he could challenge Giorgi, although Iwané was temporar- 
ily obstructed from his goal by Giorgi's bestowal of Ani on Apirat. 
Dawit"s mention of the compliance of the fortress of Kayan con- 
firms Step'anos's remarks that Hasan of Kayen joined the rebellion. 
Kobayrec'i's colophon supplies the additional information that the 
fortress of Kayc'on also supported the rebels. 

Dawit"s account is unique in presenting the initial stages of the rebel- 
lion. No other account reveals how the Orbélean first secured support 
within the province of Lori and then entered into alliances with the 
Georgian provinces. Likewise, it is амі alone who reports that the 
original sortie against the king consisted of a two-pronged offensive 
from the east and the south. 

Dawit' confirms the report of Step'anos Orbelean that Giorgi had 
recourse to mercenary troops from the north in order to counter the 
rebellion. Dawit' is more explicit about the financial inducements the 
king had to offer in order to secure further support against the rebels. 
The colophon makes it evident that personal financial gain or promo- 
tion in the court lay behind the motivations of many of the rebels as 
well as behind those of Giorgi's defenders. 

Only Dawit' has recorded the critical episode between K'urd and 
Liparit Orbélean in the region of Mahkanaberd during which Liparit's 


forces were defeated and he, along with Demet're, fled to Lori!??, 


102 Cf. Yovsép'ean's comment that Dawit"s colophon presents the simplest explana- 


tion for the cause of the rebellion (ful uif phy upupig ршуширпий | Puhjo), YOVSEP'EAN 
1969, 3. 


105 On the later career of K'urd, see MARGARYAN 1975, 54-5. 
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6. The colophon preserves particularly important details concerning 
the defeat of the revolt. Dawit‘ reveals that after the defeat of Liparit 
many of the rebel strongholds surrendered without further resistance. 
Dawit"s version corrects Step'anos's mistaken account of the siege 
of the fictional Xisar. It is surely the siege of Agarak that Step'anos 
had in mind and which Dawit' describes in full. Of particular inter- 
est is the detailed depiction of the tactics of the besiegers that included 
mechanical devices and ‘biological’ warfare. Dawit observes that 
the cutting off of the water supply and the stench — and surely 
the disease — produced by rotting corpses that had been launched 
into the fortress caused even the most stalwart of the defenders to 
capitulate. 

7. Dawit"s colophon once again raises the question of the mission to 
Persia. As noted, Step'anos records that Iwane sent Liparit to solicit 
the assistance of Eltkuz |- Eldigüz]. Eldigüz, however, had died in 
1175, two years before the rebellion. According to Dawit, Liparit 
was sent to Kizil who, in 1177, ruled in Tabriz as subordinate to his 
brother Pahlawan. Dawit"s account is thus more accurate on this 
point. However, as Minorsky has shown, in an inscription from Nora- 
уапК" dated to 1221, Liparit, the son of Elikum and grandson of the 
Liparit of the rebellion, says: “my father Elikum, desirous to avenge 
himself on the king of Abkhaz (Georgia) went to the house of the 
Atabek Eltkuz and the latter gave him assistance and consideration 
and bestowed on him the great town ої Натіап."194 Minorsky argues 
that it is unlikely that Liparit the younger would mistake his father’s 
patron, and concludes that the family must have come to Persia before 
the death of Eldigiiz at the end of 1175. Minorsky is probably correct 
that Liparit the younger would not mistake the name of his father’s 
patron, but Dawit"s colophon makes it absolutely certain that Liparit 
the elder was sent in the time of the rebellion as it accurately names 
Калі. 

This leads to the conclusion that there were two missions to Persia. 
The first occurred in the time of Eldigüz and its aim was to obtain 
the future cooperation of that ruler. According to the available evi- 
dence, Liparit's son, Elikum, was sent for this mission and may have 
remained in Persia. It was certainly the Orbélean’s failure to secure 
their possession of Ani from Giorgi after its capture in 1174 that 


1^ MINORSKY 1951, 876. Minorsky speculates that the unknown city of ‘Hamian’ 
should be identified with Hamadan, although this is not at all certain. 
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incited Iwané and Liparit to send Elikum to Eldigüz as an act of revenge 
as Liparit the younger recounts. We recall that Sadun similarly attempted 
to appeal to Eldigüz after he was removed from Ani in 1161103, 

The second journey is that recorded by Dawit‘ and occurred during the 
revolt. This mission, headed by Liparit, was sent to Kizil in Tabriz in 
order to garner immediate military assistance for the Orbélean!®. 
Although these reinforcements arrived, it seems they never engaged the 
enemy. 


As remarked above, Step'anos Orbélean and the HEC present very 
different scenarios for the unfolding of the revolt from Бау 15197, The 
notion, forwarded by Step'anos, that Iwane found himself in a difficult 
position as he felt obligated to uphold his oath regarding Demet’re does 
not occur in any other source. His account expiates Iwane Orbélean of 
any essential wrongdoing towards king Giorgi; Iwané felt obligated by 
his oath to Demet’re’s father, king Davit, and nobly suffered the conse- 
quences. It is possible that Step'anos desired to portray his ancestor in a 
better light than a rebel seeking the crown for himself. 

The HEC's emphasis — and particularly that of the later Vaxt'ang 
edition of the text — on Demet'’re’s guilt in the plot also mitigates Iwane's 
role in the rebellion. Political considerations may rest behind this alter- 
nate depiction. Despite this blow to the family, the Orbelean once again 
rose to powerful positions in Georgia and Armenia in the thirteenth and 
fourteenth centuries, although their centers of power were no longer in 
the region of Lori. It may have been more tactful for the chronicler to lay 
the blame for the revolt on Giorgi's nephew who never again entered the 
political scene, than on the ancestors of a powerful noble family whose 
prominence in Georgia remained for many centuries!95, 

While personal and political considerations may have played a part 
in determining their narratives, Stepanos Orbelean and the anonymous 
author of the HEC more than downplay Iwane's role in the rebellion. 
They present a radically different social and political reality than that 
presented in Kobayrec'i's colophon. Both historical narratives portray 
and interpret Iwane's revolt within the context of the inalienability of 
Bagratuni/Bagrat’ioni sovereignty in Georgia and Агтепіа!. The 


105 See above, n. 41. 

106 Tt is natural that Liparit hastened to Kizil rather than to his older brother, Pahlawan, 
who was centered in the much more distant city of Hamadan. 

107 See above, 139. 

108 See TOUMANOFF 1963, 104, n. 159; 211, n. 238, and 270. 

109 On the construction of this ideology, see MARTIN-HISARD 1984. 
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HEC represents the rebellion as a family feud between Giorgi and his 
nephew, nearly completely ignoring the Orbélean’s leadership in the 
revolt. Step'anos, while unable to remove his ancestor from the center 
of events, achieved a similar result by introducing the romantic scene 
of Iwane's struggling over the oath of loyalty that he had taken to 
Demet're's father. There is no actual challenge to Bagrat'ioni power or 
legitimacy in either of these accounts, only rival Bagrat'ioni claimants 
to the throne. 

By contrast, Dawit Kobayrec'i's colophon reveals a much more fluid 
political and social situation than the historical narratives suggest and 
calls into question models of medieval Georgian society. In his mono- 
graph on the lawcode of Giorgi V (reg. 1314-1346), G. Charachidzé sought 
to distinguish two phases of Georgian feudalism!"®. In the first stage (11- 
13th c.), conflicts between the nobles and the monarchy did not comprise 
a battle between a weakened state and independent lords, but between 
a suzerain and his vassals. In these battles, according to Charachidzé, 
neither the existence nor the legitimacy of the feudal system was suspect. 
A further characteristic of this first stage is that conflicts were resolved 
without extreme forms of violence. The king was able to restore peace by 
conceding to the demands of rebels and/or pardoning them for, Charac- 
hidzé argues, the king's authority was not weakened. By contrast, in the 
later period (15-18th с.), the separatist tendencies of the lords had devel- 
oped to such a degree as to render them kings in their own provinces; 
the ties of vassalage that had kept the princes united to their sovereign 
were questioned and ceased to serve as the basis of the monarchy's legit- 
imacy. In these battles, it was not the case of vassals revolting against 
their suzerain, but “les représentants d'un pouvoir s'opposant à un autre 
pouvoir, une lutte mortelle s'engage qui ne peut se termine que par 
l'élimination de l'un des adversaires...ou par leur ruine commune et la 
faillite de la nation."!!! 

If the narratives of Step'anos Orbélean and the HEC portray the rebel- 
lion in a manner consistent with Charachidzé's description of revolts of 
the eleventh to thirteenth centuries, it is remarkable how well Kobayrec'i's 
account corresponds with that of the battles of the sixteenth to the 


110 [ here use the term ‘feudalism’ because it is that employed by Charachidzé; I do 
not ascribe to the theory that either Georgian or Armenian medieval society represent an 
analogous social structure to the feudal structures of France and England. The utility of 
the term has been challenged, most notably by BRowN 1974 and REYNOLDs 1994, even 
within the field of western medieval history, although the extremity of this position has 
been justly criticized by WHITE 1997. 

111 CHARACHIDZE 1971, 12-13. See also SUNY 1994, 43. 
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eighteenth centuries. Three aspects of the revolt in particular are incon- 
sistent with Charachidzé's characterization of conflicts in the first stage 
of Georgian feudalism. 

First, it is evident that Giorgi faced a ‘crisis of loyalty’ as he was not 
able to command large numbers of supporters to rally to the defense of 
the Bagrat'ioni monarchy out of either a sense or an obligation of loyalty. 
Rather, he was required to purchase — either outright in gold or through 
the granting of titles — the loyalty of a good portion of his camp [11]!'. 
Iwane, too, suffered from the ambiguous sense of commitment of the 
other nobles. Although Iwané was able to muster the support of other 
families for his rebellion through various agreements, he primarily and 
ultimately relied on ties of kinship. Those Georgian nobles with whom 
he had formed a verbal pact were evidently the first to defect!?. The 
inhabitants of the fortress of Kayan from whom he extracted a treaty 
surrendered quickly and without confrontation [VI]. Iwane capitulated 
when, at last, his own kin had abandoned the cause. This confusion or 
fluid exchange of loyalties is irreconcilable with Charachidzé's schema 
of a ‘hierarchie vassilique' held in place by ties of dependency. Dawit^s 
account suggests that the Bagrat'ioni family's hold on the lands of the 
former Armenian Bagratuni kingdoms was tenuous and its relationship 
with the noble families on both sides of the Kura was one of convenience 
and opportunity rather than of dependence. 

Second, the negotiations between Giorgi and Iwane after the capitu- 
lation of the fortress of Kayan and the flight of all the rebels to the 
fortress of Lori [VII] reveal that Giorgi had hoped to reduce Iwane's 
rebellion from a contest between rival powers to the revolt of a prince 
that could be handled along accepted patterns of punishment and forgive- 
ness. Iwane, of course, rejected any such offers, for to accept Giorgi's 
generosity would be to accept his lordship. His reply demanded that 
Giorgi at least recognize him as an equal, if not a superior. Giorgi simi- 
larly was compelled to reject such a compromise. These negotiations 
clearly indicate that Iwané did not consider himself a ‘vassal’, but опе 
who fashioned himself a king in his own territories and had amassed 
considerable support. 

Finally, the episode of Iwane's surrender testifies that Giorgi concluded 
that the only resolution to the rebellion entailed the elimination of the 
rebels, despite the prospect of a consequent general weakening of the 


1? See also n. 90. 
13 See the remarks with regard to [IV] of the colophon, above, p. 149. 
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kingdom — again, in conformity with Charachidzé’s description of con- 
flicts in the second period of Georgian feudalism”. All the accounts 
agree that Iwané and the rebels submitted to Giorgi and offered an oath 
of loyalty. What happened next differs between the Georgian and Arme- 
nian sources. Unfortunately, Dawit"s colophon cuts off at this point and 
so his version is unknown, but it likely agreed with the accounts of 
Vardan and Step'anos who report that the rebels were punished severely!». 
Step'anos evidently found it difficult to comprehend Giorgi's actions in 
this instance. From Step'anos's perspective, this violent reaction violated 
the rules of engagement and he accuses the king of betraying the oath he 
had made with Iwane. The author of the HEC possibly shared a similar 
discomfort regarding the attempted elimination of the Orbélean. He com- 
pletely ignores this punishment, while the later Vaxt'ang edition asserts 
Giorgi treated the rebels with great сіетепсу! 5, 

My intention in drawing these contradictions between Charachidzé’s 
characterization of the first period of Georgian feudalism and Iwane's 
rebellion is not to demonstrate that his depiction of Georgian feudal 
society in the twelfth century represents an over-simplified, over-general- 
ized, and idealized picture!" but that it is a picture facilitated by the 
accounts of Step'anos and the author of the HEC. Their narratives endow 
the motives, progression, and resolution of the rebellion with the charac- 
teristics of a conflict occurring within the confines of idealized forms of 
loyalty and infidelity, disobedience and punishment. Dawit Kobayrec'i's 
colophon, by comparison, reveals a more chaotic situation in which loyal- 
ties flowed from one camp to another as the actors determined where 
their interested would be better served. 


14 The thesis that the suppression of the rebellion provides an example ої Giorgi's 
policy of de-naxararization (BEDROSSIAN 1979, 256) must also be reconsidered. While it 
is clear that the Bagrat'ioni monarchy attempted to weaken the power and influence of 
the Georgian and Armenian nobility, the eventual punishment of the Orbélean family in 
this instance does not appear to reflect a policy of de-naxararization as much as neces- 
sary self-preservation on the part of Giorgi. 

15 According to Vardan, Iwané was blinded while his youngest son, K'avt'ar, and his 
nephew were executed, VA, 130[207], and Demet're was blinded and castrated, 133[208]. 
According to Step'anos, Iwané and Demet’re were blinded, and his younger brother, 
K'avt'ar, his son, Smbat, and his nephew, Ine, were executed, SO, 285[220-1]. 

"6 KC 1:20; BRossET 1849-50, 242-3. 

17 J find fault with Charachidzé's depiction of the eleventh to thirteenth centuries 
as the ‘golden age’ of Georgian feudalism. In my opinion, Toumanoff has unjustly criti- 
cized Charachidzé's work for not admitting sufficient parallels with European feudalism, 
TouMANOFF 1972. To the contrary, although Charachidzé indicates discrepancies between 
customary law, ‘droit coutumier’, and medieval lawcodes, I think he places too much 
emphasis on the latter as reflecting the social reality of the time. 
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I do not argue that the ideology of Bagrat'ioni legitimacy was only a 
literary fiction or theoretical ideal. It was very much a real limit on the 
political imagination of contemporary actors. This limit, however, was not 
determined by feudal relationships of dependency between a sovereign 
and his vassals. Rather, it was determined by the deeply rooted notion of 
hereditary office characteristic of the dynasticism of the Armenian and 
Georgian nobility!5. Iwané expressed his revolutionary aspirations within 
the conservative ideology of a Bagratuni lineage and identity that he had 
gradually invented through marriage ties, the endowment of monastic 
institutions, and the erection of inscriptions. 


Conclusion 


The Orbélean rebellion of 1177-79 constituted a serious threat to the 
Georgian Bagrat'ioni monarchy that was the result of a long process of 
planning by Iwane. During the 1170s, the head of the family had care- 
fully constructed a legitimate claim to rival Giorgi's power at least in the 
former Armenian Bagratuni Kingdoms. This legitimacy was erected on 
the gradual assimilation of a Bagratuni lineage by Iwane that conformed 
to the dynastic notion of hereditary office — a notion that continued to 
be respected by the contemporary socio-political imagination. 

An instrumental component of this identification was possession of 
the former royal capital of Ani, which proved to be both a jewel and a 
thorn for the crown of the Georgian monarchy. The symbolic and com- 
mercial importance of the city rendered its control a critical and danger- 
ous weapon; both king Giorgi and Iwané Orbélean realized the power it 
transferred to its possessor. It was only after a rightfully suspicious Giorgi 
deprived him of the city that Iwane attempted another path to power by 
forwarding a rival Bagrat'ioni in Giorgi's place. Iwane's use ої Оетеѓге, 
like his invented Bagratuni ancestry, dressed his revolutionary ambitions 
in more conservative tones that respected the hereditary right of the 
Bagrat'ioni to the office of king. 

The Orbélean were not alone in their appropriation of a Bagratuni 
lineage to legitimize their authority. The Zak'arian/Mqargrseli brothers 
later carefully constructed a Bagratuni identity in a manner similar to 
Iwané Orbélean as they gained control of former Bagratuni lands and 


18 On Armenian dynasticism, see TOUMANOFF 1963, 33-134; САВЅОЇАМ 1976; the 
introduction to and bk. III:21 of GARSOIAN 1989; and МАНЕ 2000, 691-3. 
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established their own гше!!?. This process culminated in Iwané Zak‘arian’s 
outright identification with the royal Bagratuni family in an inscription 
on the monastery ої Hatarcin that may be dated to 1215120, Like the 
Orbélean before them, the Zak arian had no justifiable claim to the пате!?!. 
The claim to be heirs of the Bagratuni was not even limited to those rul- 
ers who found themselves on former Bagratuni territory. The Rupenid 
rulers of the principality of Cilicia had similarly exploited it as they 
established their dominion on the Mediterranean Coast!?". These explicit 
links with the Bagratuni undoubtedly transferred a sense of stability and 
continuity to a period of tremendous social flux in which new families 
emerged as the leaders of Armenian political, economic and cultural life 
and new social paradigms took hold? 

This study of the Orbélean rebellion has emphasized the importance of 
colophons and inscriptions for understanding the history of the регіоӣ!2“. 
In addition to the detailed historical data they relate, the colophons of 
Sargis and Kobayrac'i and contemporary inscriptions communicate the 
dynastic and centrifugal aspects of Caucasian society so characteristic 
of earlier periods that endured well into the middle ages. Through them 
we are able to recognize Iwané’s motives, and perceive how he amassed 
his authority and established his legitimacy. Kobayrec'i's colophon, in 
particular, accentuates how Iwané was able to take advantage of the frag- 
ile bonds of loyalty that maintained Giorgi's kingdom, and how Giorgi 
desperately, but successfully, combatted this serious challenge to his 
power. 

By contrast, the accounts of Step‘anos Orbélean and the HEC provide 
distorted pictures of the background to the rebellion as well as of the 
details of its progression and culmination that obscure the political and 
social forces at play. The Historical Compilation of Vardan Arewelc'i, a 
chronicle, has presented a generally accurate but somewhat vague and 


19 We may observe that this process begins after the Zak'arian capture of the city of 
Ani in 1199. 

120 CIArm. VI22. 

121 BgossET 1863, 85, MARGARYAN 1994, 156-61, SAHNAZAREAN 2001, 42. 

72 ADONTZ 1935, 185-203 (esp. 201); DER NERSESSIAN 1962, 633; cf. also BOURNOUTIAN 
1997, 276. By contrast, the first generation of Armenian rulers who established princi- 
palities in the wake of the Byzantine collapse in the region legitimized their rule by 
means of Byzantine titles, cf. DÉDÉYAN 1996, 84. 

123 Бог example, interactions in Cilicia with European social norms through contact 
and intermarriage with the Crusaders; or in Greater Armenia, adapting to the new strength 
of a wealthy merchant class and the dominance of families, like the Zak arian/Mqarg;eli, 
who had no princely lineage to speak of. 

124 See also LA PoRTA 2007. 
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laconic report from which it is difficult to extract a more developed 
understanding of the contours of the socio-political topography of late 
twelfth-century Armenia and Georgia. This discrepancy between these 
sources serves as a reminder that the medieval Armenian and Georgian 
historical narratives should neither be accepted uncritically nor privileged 
over other types of primary воигсез!?. 


125 This is of course just as true of earlier histories, which, however, have received far 
more thorough analysis. This is not meant to deny the valuable information contained 
within these sources, but only to underscore that the use of such information requires 
caution and critical interpretation. 
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